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ABSTRACT 
An Evaluation of Interim Sessions in State Legislatures 
By 
Laurie Erin Russell 
Dr. E. Lee Bernick, Examination Committee Chair 
Dean of the Greenspun College of Urban Affairs 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
Various authors have analyzed the work of state legislatures during the regular session; however, 
there is a noticeable void in the study of the functionality of the legislative process during the interim 
session. The interim session refers to the time span between regular legislative sessions, which varies in 
duration dependent on the state.  It should not be deducted that the lack of research devoted to the interim 
session evaluation is because the legislative workload is dormant during this period.  The findings of this 
paper support the concept that interim session activity merits evaluation since it is a contributing factor to 
the cyclical nature of the complete legislative process. Furthermore, the output from the interim session 
workload comprises a component of the legislative measures evaluated and passed by the legislative body 
during regular sessions.   
While this paper assumes the interim session activity serves a functional purpose, it begs the 
question of how the importance of the interim session can be understood without evaluating the 
functionality of the legislative activity that transpires during the interim, or the output of productivity 
derived from these meetings. The scope of this study, therefore, analyzes the activity of the interim session 
to establish an enhanced understanding of the process, decision making authority, and productivity of the 
work that is processed during the interim session. The primary research questions asked in the study are: 
How do state legislatures process their work during the interim? Furthermore, is the functionality of the 
interim workload utilized efficiently to produce an output of legislative measures that have a high passage 
rate?  
This study completes a fifty state comparative evaluation of the functionality of processing work 
during the interim.  Initially determined is how legislatures structure their work during the interim by 
evaluating those attributes thought to contribute to the functionality of the process. Including variables 
related to session length and number of legislators will assist in the determination if any variation exists 
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among the states‘ interim processes. Secondly, the study evaluates the productivity of interim sessions 
through a case study on the five biennial state legislatures. The productivity of the interim session‘s 
activity is evaluated by tracking the frequency of the interim committee meetings, output of 
recommendations by each committee that are introduced as legislative measures the succeeding regular 
session, and passage rate of those measures in comparison to non-interim derived legislation. Due to the 
dearth of prior research, the approach to this paper will be largely exploratory and explanatory; and hence 
is inductive. 
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION 
Various authors have analyzed the work of state legislatures
1
 during the regular session, which has 
significantly expanded the depth of knowledge of governing in the states. These studies include, but are not 
limited to, legislative voting behavior, leadership styles, retention of legislators, and legislative committees. 
However, there is a noticeable void in the study of the functionality of the legislative process during the 
interim session. The interim session refers to the time span between regular legislative sessions, which 
varies in duration dependent on the state.   
It should not be deducted that the lack of research devoted to the interim session evaluation is 
because the legislative workload is dormant during this period. For example, by 1931 there were already 
237 committees and commissions authorized to meet after the adjournment of session (Seabury, Herwitz, & 
Mulligan, Jr., 1933, p. 5). Regardless of the frequency
2
 that states convene in regular legislative sessions, 
the majority of states additionally utilize the time they are not in formal session to hold additional 
legislative activity. Even such well known associations as the National Council of State Legislatures have 
recognized the importance of this activity during the interim by including the effectiveness of interim 
sessions as a discussion topic at a recent forum (NCSL Spring Forum, 2008).  It is during the interim 
session that key policy discussions can take place that may warrant more time, research and consideration 
than a regular legislative session can allocate. 
The Study of the Legislative Process 
In 1981, Malcolm Jewell completed a thorough review of state legislative research spanning the 
previous two decades. The research was organized into seven unique categories—recruitment and 
elections, career patterns, legislative organization and structure, roles and norms, representing the 
constituency, legislative decision making, and budgeting and oversight. The result of Jewell‘s compilation 
of previously published legislative studies, demonstrated the apparent void of research in specific subject 
                                                          
1
 A majority of state reference the legislative body of state government as ―Legislature‖ or ―State 
Legislature.‖  Other states refer to this body of government as ―General Assembly‖, ―General Court‖ or 
―Legislative Assembly‖. For the purposes of this study, ―Legislature‖ will be used as a generic meaning to 
represent all fifty-state‘s legislative bodies (Book of the State, 2006).  
2
 Literature referencing legislative bodies may often distinct such bodies as ―professional‖ or ―citizen‖ 
legislatures. It is also common to see reference to ―full-time‖ or ―part-time‖ legislatures.  For the purposes 
of this study the legislatures will be categorized as: annual continuous, annual limited, biennial continuous 
and biennial limited. This will be future discussed in Chapter 2. 
  
2 
areas. He concluded that prioritization should be made to study legislative committees since these 
committees ―are crucial to decision making in some states and because the role and influence of 
committees are changing in many states…‖ (p. 8). Subsequently, Kurtz, Newkirk, Pound, & Tubbesing 
(1981) then utilized Jewell‘s established categories as a means to organize suggestions for enticing future 
research for scholars.  Even though Jewell completed a thorough review of past literature and Kurtz et al. 
proposed recommendations for future legislative studies, neither publication referenced research related to 
interim studies. This appears to have been a missed opportunity. 
 Fifteen years after Jewell‘s initial research, an analysis of state legislative literature was updated 
utilizing 160 published studies. These published studies were organized into the seven categories derived 
from Jewell‘s initial 1981 article (Moncrief, Thompson,  & Cassie, 1996).  The analysis pointed out that 
under the category of legislative organization and structure, research of legislative committees has received 
―considerable scholarly attention,‖ (1996, p. 312). The focus of legislative research was directed instead to 
legislative staff. However, once again, in this updated compilation of publications, interim sessions were 
not discussed.  
The interim session‘s role in the legislative process has not lead to an analysis of how work is 
processed during the interim period, with few exceptions. Intend, some of the studies researched shed light 
on missed opportunities for further inquest into the evaluation of the interim session activities. Take for 
example Ray‘s (1986) review of the New Hampshire Legislature in 1977. Ray evaluated 1277 bills and 
constitutional amendments introduced in the New Hampshire House and found 13.2 percent of the total 
bills were held over for an interim study (p. 130).  Were the policy issues derived from the legislation 
ultimately passed after receiving further evaluation during the interim session? If so, did the outcome of the 
study include recommendations for legislative action? Unfortunately, Ray‘s study did not look further than 
the 1977 legislative session so answers to the interim session workload as it relates to the percentage of 
bills held over for interim evaluation is unknown. But it merits inquest and demonstrates the cycle of the 
legislative process. That process is that policy studies can be sent to the interim session; policy issues are 
than studied during the interim session; and policy recommendations from the interim are considered the 
next regular session.  
  
3 
It could be argued that the study of legislative activity, without a review of the interim session, has 
stunted the ability to more fully understand the complete cycle of state legislative activity. Figure 1 is a 
diagram that demonstrates the legislative process as cyclical in nature. 
 
 
Figure 1.1:  How the interim session fits into the legislative process. 
 
If the policy making process is cyclical, the interim session will surely play a role. Furthermore, 
based on this interpretation of the functionality of the legislative workload, not fully understanding the 
potential of the interim session is a disservice to the complete legislative process. In Little and Ogle‘s 
(2006) review of state legislatures the authors point to the importance of the interim, and lack of utilizing 
its full potential. ―Few state legislative bodies are able to derive anywhere near full advantage from their 
interim periods in terms of the extensive standing or interim committee activity that could prove so 
beneficial to them and to their members‖ (p. 93). If the functionality of the interim workload is not 
evaluated, how can a determination be made as to if the interim session process is being used most 
efficiently? It cannot. The scope of this study, therefore, analyzes the activity of the interim session to 
Regular legislative 
session begins
Legislative measures from the 
interim activity are 
introduced/discussed/voted on by 
the legislative body
Legislature adjourns 
(adopted/passed 
measures may include 
―charges‖ for interim 
session activity)
Legislative committees 
convene during the 
interim
Interim committees 
proposed measures for the 
regular session
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establish an enhanced understanding of the process, decision making authority, and productivity of the 
work that is processed during the interim session. 
What Research Has Been Completed? 
It has already been established that limited time and attention has been devoted to the study of 
interim, however, it begs the question, what research has been completed? Only a select few studies appear 
to have evaluated the interim legislative sessions, which will be discussed more thoroughly in Chapter 2. 
To summarize, one of the few papers of longitudinal empirical study of interim session activity can be 
found by Sikes (1942). Sikes reviewed the interim studies that were created by resolution, along with the 
more formalized interim studies, from the period of 1920 through 1940 at the Indiana Legislature. 
Additionally, in a paper prepared by University of Vermont students (2008) the possible side effects of 
limiting the length of legislative session were examined, which included data related to the interim session 
workload by utilizing the findings of Rosenthal (2004). 
Additionally Smith (1955), Seabury, et al. (1933) and Putney (1937) evaluated the 
constitutionality of interim sessions. While informative, the literature provides past references to case laws 
rather than an analysis of the structure and comparison of the variation in interim legislative activity. 
Conversely, the structure of processing work during the regular legislative session, as well as special 
sessions, has been widely reviewed by scholars.   
What Is the Workload During the Interim? 
The necessity of the interim activity and scale of legislative workload will vary based on the 
structure of the state legislature.  Restrictions on regular session length could impact the frequency of 
interim activity, and the role it plays in the legislative process. Presently only eleven states do not have 
limitations on their regular session length (National Council of State Legislatures).
3
 Some state legislatures 
are in a period of an interim session for a longer duration of time than they may be in a regular legislative 
session. For example, Nevada is limited to meeting 120-days per biennium.   
While the interim meetings may not be subject to the same decision making authority of a regular 
session because the collective legislative body does not meet to pass legislation, it is during the interim that 
                                                          
3
 Thirty-nine states have limitations to their regular session length, as noted by the National Council of 
State Legislatures.  These limitations are implemented by the state constitution, by statute, chamber rule or 
indirect method.  
  
5 
committees may have more time to discuss and study policy issues. Even the limited literature available 
recognizes the important role interim workload contributes to the legislative process. In Smith‘s (1955) 
chronological review of legislative council he mentions that ―through interim study the legislative members 
obtain firsthand knowledge of the perplexing problems awaiting consideration in future sessions‖ (p. 80-
81). Additionally, in Rosenthal‘s book Legislative Performance in the States he explores the behavioral 
factors of state legislatures and state legislative committees.  In his view ―effective committee performance 
depends on a committee‘s being productive during the interim period‖ (1974, p. 34). Rosenthal‘s policy 
and program formulation includes five dimensions—the referral of legislation, legislation‘s referral, 
screening, shaping, passage and the study of problems/development of the legislation.  Although Rosenthal 
is cognizant of the importance of the interim session, unfortunately little time is spent to fully analyze the 
interim session activity. 
Proposed Scope of Study 
The present lack of empirical data and analysis devoted to the interim session limits the full 
understanding of the complete cycle of the legislative process. The primary research questions being asked 
in the study are: How do state legislatures process their work during the interim, which is the time between 
formal regular sessions?  Furthermore, are interim workloads utilized efficiently to produce an output of 
legislative measures that have a high passage rate by the legislative body? Due to the dearth of prior 
research, the approach to this paper will be largely exploratory and explanatory; and hence inductive.   
The study will initially evaluate how state legislatures process legislative work during the interim. 
Thus, we want to understand how legislatures structure their workload during the interim and determine if 
any variation exists. To assist with this study a series of questions must be addressed: 1) Is there legislative 
activity during the interim? 2) How is work organized? 3) How is the membership determined? and 4) 
What  authority is granted to interim committees?  
Secondly, the study will evaluate the productivity of interim sessions through a case study on the 
five biennial state legislatures.
4
 The productivity of the interim session activity will be evaluated by 
tracking the functionality and frequency of the interim committee meetings, output of recommendations by 
                                                          
4
 Note, at the time of the data collection five states met biennially. Since that time the number has been 
reduced to four states, since Oregon voters passed a ballot initiative in 2010 to hold annual sessions. 
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each committee that are introduced as legislative measures the succeeding regular session, and passage rate 
of those measures in comparison to non-interim derived legislation.  
Chapter 2 of this paper presents a literature review. This review will touch on the structure and 
history of state legislatures, as it relates to having a more thorough understanding of the legislature‘s 
overall role and function in the government process. The literature review will also expand on the 
difference between the regular legislative session and the duration of time between those sessions—the 
interim. Legislatures vary in the way they establish interim meeting; therefore, the review further 
articulates the difference between interim committees established by statue and concurrent resolutions.   
Chapter 3 explores, in depth, the constitutionality of legislative interim activity. As the literature 
review will demonstrate, there is limited information and analysis devoted to the study of activity during 
the interim legislative session.  On the other hand, the state courts have numerous judicial opinions that 
reference the establishment, activity and authority of interim activity. Some of the most informative 
references to interim legislative activity are found in the court cases that establish a precedent for interim 
activity.  
Chapter 4 discusses the methodology behind the analysis of studying how the states process work 
when they are not in session. The methodology elaborate on the fifty state comparative study and five 
biennial state case study, as well as hypotheses associated with the research. 
Chapter 5 presents the findings of the fifty-state comparative study, while Chapter 6 presents the 
individual findings of the five biennial state legislatures‘ case studies. Chapter 7 summarizes those 
findings.  The conclusion of the research, Chapter 8, highlights key findings of the study and discusses 
areas for future exploration and investigation.  
The findings of his paper support the concept that interim session activity merits evaluation since 
it is a contributing factor to the cyclical nature of the complete legislative process. Furthermore, the output 
from the interim session workload comprises a component of the legislative measures evaluated and passed 
by the legislative body during regular sessions.   
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
State legislatures serve a vital role in the governmental process. In fact, the majority of the laws 
that are passed each year transpire in the state capitals rather than the chambers of Congress in Washington 
D.C. The growth of newly adopted legislation has outpaced the federal government for years. Combined 
the states produce more than 20,000 new laws each year, which averages 400 new laws per state. This is 
compared to the U.S. Congress, which adopts fewer than 300 laws in a given year (Little & Ogle, 2006, p. 
xiii).  Additionally, the policy issues addressed by ―subnational governments‖, which state governments are 
referred to by Kelleher and Wolak (December 2007, p. 707), are often policy issues that can impact people 
on a daily basis. Given the workload of the state governing bodies and impact the output of legislative 
measures may have on the public, it is apparent why considerable attention is devoted to the research of 
state legislatures. 
Role of the Legislature 
The role of the state legislature has been defined by various scholars. A simplistic explanation of 
the role is that the legislative branch of state government is tasked with  the production of laws.  While it 
has been established that the number of laws approved yearly far exceeds those of Congress, there are 
additional components to the responsibilities of a state legislature. Rosenthal‘s (2004) analysis of defining 
what makes a ―good‖ legislature narrowed the job of a state legislature down to three distinct principles: 
representing, lawmaking and balancing the power of the executive branch (p.9). Interestingly, during the 
Colonial era, the legislative branch initially included members from the executive branch. This was later 
reorganized to assure the executive branch was not granted too much power and authority. Other scholars 
have also categorized the responsibilities of the legislative branch of government. For example, Little and 
Ogle (2006), building on the list of previous scholars, offer five basic purposes for legislative bodies: 
lawmaking, budgeting, representation, oversight and education (p.7).   
Whether the categories are as broad as Little and Ogle, or condensed further down to those of 
Rosenthal, the tasks of the legislative body demonstrates the important role they play in each state‘s 
governing process. The extensive research devoted to the state legislative branch is also apparent. As 
previously noted, scholars such as Jewell (1981); Kurtz, et al. (1981); Moncrief, et al. (1996) have reviewed 
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and categorized the areas of previous legislative literature as a means to broaden further scholarly study in 
those subject areas.  
History of State Legislatures 
Indeed the structure and role of the legislative branch has matured over four hundred years. It may 
seem surprising given so much recent scholarly attention devoted to the state legislatures that a 1971 
Congressional Quarterly article‘s opening sentence stated that this body was ―once the most scorned and 
neglected public institution‖ (Cohn, 1971, pg. 1). Additionally, while Little and Ogle (2006) point out that 
―legislatures are the centerpiece of representative democracy‖ (p. 2), in fact the initial legislative bodies 
were not representative at all, having been derived from the executive branch. 
When the national and state governments were created in the 1770s, it was the legislative branches 
that were the first forms of government. (Little and Ogle, 2006, p. 3). Furthermore, as noted in Squire‘s 
(2006) historic overview of the evolution of state legislatures, legislatures often utilize the structure of one 
to establish another. ―History shows that new legislatures are not created from scratch. There is an 
important but unexamined relationship between legislative evolution and the point in time at which a 
legislature is established‖ (Squires, 2006, p. 20).  
As the role of a representative government developed, Squires (2006) points out that by the 
twentieth century the majority of state legislatures were similar in structure. It was during the early part of 
the 20
th
 century that power of the legislature branch began to strengthen in authority. Such change had led 
to the adaptation and evolvement of state legislative bodies. Specifically, in the 1960s, a nationwide 
movement reformed and modernized the structure of state legislatures and vastly increased the state‘s 
governing capacity. This was known as the professionalism movement. William Pound (1992) felt all states 
were impacted by the reform stating ―virtually all state legislatures have experienced some measures of 
professionalization in the last quarter-century‖ (p. 9).  It was during this movement that states saw increases 
in staff, compensation and expansion of time devoted to legislative activity for policy making.  In fact, 
Squire (1997) formulated an index to measure professionalism by comparing compensation, staff support 
and the duration of time demand of such services. It was found that that numerous states may be 
transitioning to professionalization but only a couple of states were clearly professionalized, which were 
New York, Michigan, California and Massachusetts (1997, pg. 418-419). All these states hold annual 
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legislative sessions.  The structure takes into consideration the workload, staff support and compensation 
provided during the regular formal legislative session, however, the evaluation of professionalism does not 
appear to also account for the interim session activity (Rosenthal, 1996, p. 174; Thompson, & Moncrief, 
1992, p. 199). 
While professionalism was thought to have reached a plateau in the 1980s (Squire & Hamm, 
2005), other authors argued the longevity of the reform movement spanned well into the 1990s (King, 
2000). Based on King‘s eleven-year time span that ended in 1994,
5
 he found 43 states experienced an 
increase in support and operations per legislator by dollars and 26 states met as frequently, or more 
frequently, during the time evaluated (2000, p. 333). However, in all this research there is no mention of 
interim sessions or the impact the shift may have had on the functionality of the interim session workload. 
As the historical perspective of the legislative structure spans to the more current decades, some 
scholars have argued that state legislatures may be trending the other direction and experiencing 
deprofessionalization (Squire, 2006; Manhorta, 2008). The contributing factors to such change are term-
limits (Kousser, 2005; Manhorta, 2008) and the expansion of direct democracy through the initiative 
process (Manhorta, 2008). The effects imposed by the adoption of term-limits on legislators appear to 
―have the power to turn back the clock on some of the nation‘s most professional bodies…‖ (Kousser, 
2005, p.203).  Kousser‘s analysis as to the effects term-limits have on professionalism briefly touches on 
the plausible impact it may also have on the interims session. As stated by an Oregon committee analyst 
that ―[i]nterim never got any respect because lame duck chairs would leave orphans bills‖ (2005, p. 55). 
Therefore, while the interim meetings may still convene, the output of the workload may never be utilized. 
Furthermore, a term-limited legislator may lack incentive to participate in interim legislative activity since 
the legislator is restricted from serving the next session. 
This literature review above seeks to demonstrate an understanding of the professionalism 
movement since it created a structural shift in the amount of states that began to hold more frequent 
legislative sessions. This shift may have impacted the breadth and depth of interim session activity.   
 
 
                                                          
5
 In the analysis King determined the number of legislative days in session, averaged for the biennium that 
included both regular and special sessions 
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Types of Legislative Sessions 
Regular Legislative Session 
The process of legislative activity and workload can be defined by three unique sessions—regular 
session, special session, and interim session. Below is a review of these three distinct types of session, 
which are all a contributing factor to the cyclical process of the legislature.  
Mason’s Manual of Legislative Procedure, which is the manual of parliamentary procedures that 
is utilized by most state legislatures, clarifies that a legislative session is the period of time between the 
initial convening and adjournment sine die. Sine die, Latin for ―without day‖ means there is no future day 
certain for a meeting day.  Therefore, although the legislative power continues perpetually, the session will 
cease on the moment of adjournment sine die, or by periodic dissolution (2000, Mason’s Manual, p. 572).  
The duration of time a state legislative body meets varies from state to state. Some states meeting 
annually, which means every year. Other states meet biennially, which means the legislature will meet 
every two years. In 1940, only four state legislatures convened their legislative sessions annually (Snell, 
2004). Biennial sessions were much more common nationwide. However, annual sessions increased over 
the years. By the 1960s the number of state legislatures increased from 19 states to 41 states in the 1980s 
(NCSL, Annual verses Biennial Legislative Sessions).  Table 2.1 shows the change to the session type over 
the decades. 
 
Table 2.1:  Change in Session Type from Annual to Biennial States 
Year 
Number of Biennial  
State  Legislatures 
Names of States 
2010 5 
Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, Oregon, Texas 
Note: Oregon will hold its first annual session in 2011. 
2000 7 
Arkansas, Kentucky, Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, Oregon, 
Texas 
Note: Arkansas held its first annual session in 2009 and 
Kentucky held its first annual session in 2001. 
1990 7 
Arkansas, Kentucky, Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, Oregon, 
Texas 
1980 9 
Arkansas, Kentucky, Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, North 
Dakota, Oregon, Texas, Washington  
Note: New Hampshire held its first annual session in 1985 and 
Washington held its first annual session in 1981. 
Source: National Conference of State Legislatures 
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The decades that followed demonstrated a trend for legislative bodies to meet more frequently.  
This change is often associated with the emergence of the professionalism reform movement that sought to 
modernize the state legislative structure in the 1960s, and has been previously discussed. It was during the 
period of state legislative reform that all but seven states changed their constitution to authorize the 
legislative body to meet annually instead of biennially (Rosenthal, 1996, p. 171). King (2000) found that 
those states that removed the restrictions of limited legislative sessions, along with a growth in state 
population, experienced the development of more professionalized state legislatures.  
Presently, only five
6
 states now have a truly biennial legislative session. Those states include 
Nevada, Montana, North Dakota, Oregon and Texas.  Regardless of the alterations to the regular session‘s 
duration, almost all states utilize the interim session for continued policy making discussions. Furthermore, 
even though some states meet less frequently than others, in the vast majority of state legislatures the 
collective legislative workload comprises more than half of a legislator‘s time. A survey jointly conducted 
by the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), the Council of State Governments, and the State 
Legislative Leaders Foundation analyzed the time devoted to legislative activity (State Legislatures, 
July/August 2003). Legislative activity was defined based on session workdays, interim workdays, 
constituent service and campaigns. Only those lawmakers surveyed in South Dakota, Wyoming, North 
Dakota, Montana and Utah reported that their legislative activity required less than fifty percent of their 
time, (State Legislatures, July/August 2003, p. 7).  
Restrictions on Legislative Sessions 
Presently only eleven states do not have restrictions on the length of their legislative session 
(NCSL). These restrictions are imposed on legislatures that hold annual sessions, as well as those that hold 
biennial sessions.  In his book Heavy Lifting, Rosenthal (2004) alludes to the challenges of placing 
restrictions on the session length. He mentions that ―… one of the major challenges of lawmaking is 
squeezing everything into a finite calendar,‖ (p. 73). Therefore, the restrictions imposed on the regular 
session may have an effect on the interim session workload. ―Indeed, the more severely the length of a 
legislative session is limited, the more important it is to carry out these activities during the interim‖ 
                                                          
6
 Note: At the item of the findings were gathered five states held biennial sessions: Montana, Nevada, 
North Dakota, Oregon and Texas.  Since that time the number of states has been reduced to four, since 
Oregon voters passed a ballot initiative in November 2010 to hold annual sessions. 
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(NCSL, Interim Procedures, pg. 1, 1990). In Sikes‘ evaluation of the interim session in the Indiana 
Legislature, which has restrictions imposed on the session length, he also points to the importance of the 
interim. ―If a state has an abbreviated legislation session, such as sixty-one day session in Indiana, almost 
all the legislative investigatory work much necessarily be carried on in some ‗extra-curricular‘ manner‖ 
(1942, p. 915). 
In a paper prepared by University of Vermont students the possible side effects of limiting the 
length of legislative session were also examined (2008).  Utilizing the work of Rosenthal (2004), the paper 
concluded that the difference in the hours legislators worked between Maryland and Vermont were great, 
due in part to the session length and whether it was a citizen legislature (p.3). In fact, legislative bodies that 
meet biennially are often referred to as citizen legislatures because it is not a full-time job. These 
legislatures have less time to process work compared with those states that meet annually. Therefore, 
interim activity is utilized as a means to supplement the regular session. This paper will seek to evaluate the 
variation of the functionality of the interim session based on the session length and imposed limitations.
7
 
Special Sessions 
Unlike regular sessions that are established by statue or constitution, special sessions are called 
intermittently to address policy issues that arise when a legislature is not in regular session and merit the 
formal meeting of the legislative body (Little and Ogle, 2006). These policy issues may or may not have 
been discussed during the regular session, but the scope of the issues and time is often limited. Such 
restrictions placed on the length of a legislative session have created increased pressure for legislative 
activity to be completed during the specified time allotted. Furthermore, when special sessions are called, 
what effect do they have on the interim session? In Chapter 6, this paper evaluates how the Texas 
Legislature utilizes the workload of the interim session during the various special sessions that are called 
upon.  
The concept and utilization of special sessions is not new. Robert Luce (1930) mentions that 
Connecticut‘s early structure of the General Assembly was met with numerous special sessions, even 
                                                          
7 For the purposes of this study, legislative bodies will be placed in four unique categories: annual session 
continuous, annual session restricted, biennial session continuous and biennial session restricted. This will 
allow us to evaluate the variation, based on the limitations to the session length.  
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though the legislature had already been tasked with meeting twice a year. In 1645 alone, a total of seven 
additional sessions in Connecticut were held to supplement the activity of the regular session. 
 Special sessions are called by either the governor or the legislature, depending on the state. The 
National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) questioned how the 50 fifty states called a special 
session. The research determined that in the majority of states the governor and the legislature both had the 
authority to call a special session, while only the governor can call a special session in 16 states. In 2002, 
special sessions are utilized in thirty-three states had at least one special session, with six states meeting at 
least five times (Little and Ogle, 2006, p. 26). 
Interim Sessions 
 Now that the structures of the regular session and special session have been defined, the 
discussion can now be focused on the missing piece of the puzzle—the interim session. Some 
professionalized legislatures that meet full time do not utilize interim sessions. Those include 
Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, New York and Pennsylvania (1990, NSCL, Interim Procedures.)  
However, a vast majority of all other legislatures, whether they hold their sessions annually or biennially, 
still utilize interim session to handle their legislative workload. For those states, a review of the interim 
session can serve as a vital component to the policy making process.  ―It is during the less demanding and 
less tension-filled interim periods when legislatures are not meeting in regular sessions that their members 
are afforded the greatest opportunity to develop a broader and deeper knowledge and understanding of 
issues; standing or interim committees offer the ideal vehicle for this‖ (Little and Ogle, 2006, 93). 
There is a very narrow scope of literature devoted to the interim session. Sikes (1942) completed a 
longitudinal study on interim studies of the Indiana Legislature between 1920 to 1940. The analysis 
provides insight and information about interim activity; however, its scope was limited to Indiana and is 
dated considering the shift of legislative activity during the professionalization reform movement of the 
1960s may have impacted the utilization of interim session activity. In Sikes review of twenty-four special 
interim studies and eight different commissions to study and report on legislative matters set up by the 
Governor he did find provide some interesting conclusions. While various interim studies are held to 
address policy areas, there is no order to disseminate the information to the legislators. As stated in Sikes 
(1942) concluding remarks ―…there is a crying need for coordination of legislative investigative work and 
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systematic method of public, custody, and distribution of the investigation made‖ (p. 915). Some of the 
states evaluated in this paper‘s five-state case study have implemented mechanism to inform the legislative 
body of the recommendations that have resulted from the interim activity workload. This will be further 
discussed in Chapter 7. 
Rosenthal (1974) referenced interim studies in his five dimensions of effective legislative policy 
making; however, this analysis is limited to specific examples in Texas and Connecticut, with little 
evaluation of the interim process in general. Another study by Rosenthal (2004) in his book Heavy Lifting 
analyzed the work of the legislature. He compared the legislative work hours and interim work hours per 
week on the job between five states—Maryland, Vermont, Minnesota, Ohio and Washington—based on a 
five-state survey. Rosenthal‘s category of work encompasses more than purely legislative activity in his 
study. He mentions ―constituency, political and legislative study work‖ in the inclusion of the work of the 
legislator (p. 20).  The information was later utilized in a paper compiled by students at the University of 
Vermont as a means to look at possible outcomes of restrictions to legislative sessions in Maryland and 
Vermont.  (The University of Vermont, Vermont Legislative Research Shop). The paper concluded that the 
difference in the hours legislators‘ worked between Maryland and Vermont were great, due in part to the 
session length and whether it was a citizen legislature (p.3) 
Furthermore, the Research and Committee Staff Section (RACSS) of the National Conference of 
State Legislatures (NCSL) compiled information in 1990 based on responses received from their survey 
related to interim committees. The answers NCSL has provided related to these questions will contribute to 
the overall study and are utilized below. 
While literature on interim legislative session may be limited, there does not appear to be a lack of 
interim session activity from which to draw research data. David Smith (1955) dates such interim meetings 
back as early as the pre-Civil War era (p. 68). Additionally, the mid 19
th
 century, into the early 20
th
 century, 
saw a flurry of court challenges to the constitutionality of legislative meetings after a regular session. 
Chapter 3 reviews the constitutionality of interim sessions.  
Interim Study Committees and Interim Committees 
 The interim session workload is most commonly processed through either interim committees or 
interim study committees. State legislatures can utilize the capability of interim studies and committees to 
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thoroughly discuss research and examine complex issues that may not have otherwise been allotted full 
attention during the legislative session. 
Francis (1982) points to the legislative committee as an important key to maintaining the increased 
demand for legislative action (p. 834). Over the years states have begun to expand the function of the 
standing committees that are utilized in the regular session into the interim session.  Standing committees 
refer to permanent committees, often in statute, that have jurisdiction over policy areas. About half of the 
legislatures have used regular standing committees in the interim (Rosenthal, 1974, p. 34). California began 
to continue standing committees into the interim in the 1950s. States such as Connecticut, Florida, Iowa, 
Kansas, Kentucky, Oklahoma, and Tennessee also followed this trend (Rosenthal, 1974, 34). Smith (1955. 
p. 70) notes that some states are limited to the establishing interim committees only by statute. However, 
his research does not elaborate on this area and the research may be dated given more recent reforms to the 
modernization of the legislative process.  
Additionally, there are various ways the legislative body can authorize interim studies. 
Commonly, interim studies are proposed through concurrent or joint resolutions, or through the 
recommendation of a standing interim committee. States appear to be different in how the authorization of 
interim studies is determined.  
 For example, in Montana, the legislators are polled to prioritize their interests and the ultimate 
decision on when interim studies will occur is given to the Legislative Council.  This decision making is 
based on the limitations of time, staff and money. Alternatively, in Texas, under Rule 1, Section 17 the 
Speaker of the House, Lieutenant Governor for the Senate issues ―charges‖ to interim committees and 
studies. Both Houses usually also adopt a concurrent resolution authorizing the leadership to create joint 
study committees. In Utah each policy issue an interim committee decides to study must be approved by 
the Legislative Management Committee, composed leadership from both Houses (2008 Utah Legislative 
Interim Report).  Furthermore, many selected items for study are included in the previous session‘s 
legislative resolution.  This is referred to as a ―Master Study Resolution‖ (2008 Utah Legislative Interim 
Report). 
The constitutionality of activity during the interim has been debated and supported by the courts. 
Because this paper focuses on the policy making that is completed in the interim, it is important to take a 
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moment to understand the court cases that supported or rejected the constitutionality of interim session 
activity. There are some key cases that have set the precedence to allow governing during the interim, and 
legitimacy of the interim session itself, that should not be overlooked. Chapter 3 will more fully delve into 
the court decisions surrounding interim sessions‘ authority to convene. 
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CHAPTER 3 
CONSTITUTIONALITY OF INTERIM ACTIVITY 
While limited research has been devoted to reviewing the process of work during interim sessions, 
court challenges to the constitutionality of interim session activity have been abundant. Some of the most 
informative material to the authority of interim session activity can be found in these judicial opinions that 
date back to the 19
th
 century.  
Since the constitutionality of proceeding with legislative work during the interim was initially 
challenged, a selection of court rulings on the interim‘s authority is worth review. Based on the review of 
these cases there appears to be a common theme surrounding the resolution for a court challenge.
8
 Many 
court claims appear to be attributed to two actions: the legislatures were not dully paid for their services 
during the interim, or the respondents were faced with subpoenas or potential jail time for not answering 
committee questioning.   
A limited number of scholars have looked at this authority. Seabury, Herwitz, Muligan, Jr. (1933) 
presented a thorough historical perspective of state court cases that challenged the constitutionality of 
investigative committees meeting during the interim session. Smith (1955) additionally presented a review 
of the constitutionality of the interim with a focus on legislative councils. These cases create a more 
thorough understanding of a legislative body‘s ability to continue activity after a regular session has 
concluded, and the limitations imposed on such interim session activity.  
Meeting Past Adjournment 
The constitutionality of holding interim activity is widely known to have been established (J.W.P., 
1933, p. 230). Court decisions have upheld the authority of a legislature to meet following the adjournment 
or recess of a regular session.  Specifically, committees may sit after adjournment sine die (Mason, 2000, p. 
298). While it may be well established today that legislators may convene during the interim, the initial 
court cases arguing the ability to conduct legislative activity during an interim session span back to the 
nineteenth century.  
                                                          
8
 Mason’s Manual of Legislative Procedure, the manual of parliamentary procedures that is utilized by 
most state legislatures, also references some of these court cases to support the procedures set forth within 
the manual.    
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 In 1855, the Maryland Legislature established a committee to sit after the legislature adjourned. 
When the authority of such interim activity was challenged, the court found in Marshall v. Harwood (1855) 
that committees can meet during the interim. As stated in the opinion of the court, ―the duties of these 
committees, probably, do not end with the adjournment of the session; whether, however, he can or cannot, 
this inconvenience cannot be permitted to change the law.‖ (p. 9).  
Other court cases prior to the turn of the century addressed legislative interim authority.  For 
example, North Carolina‘s court asserted that the extension of research may extend past the adjournment of 
session. ―The uniform action of Congress and the Legislature, so far as our researches extend has been to 
expressly authorize such committee to ‗sit in vacation‘ .‖ Commercial and Farmers Bank v. W. H. Worth, 
State Treasurer, (1895, p. 152). 
Around the same time in Kansas, Justice Allen‘s opinion held that legislatures could convene 
committees during the interim. ―While the terms of Senators extend past another regular session of the 
Legislature, the Senate has no more power, until again regularly convened, than the House. But the 
committee, if authorized to sit in vacation, may adjourn from time to time. The resolution under which this 
committee was appointed contains no limitation on the time during which the committee is authorized to 
act, nor does it, in terms, provide for any report, or final action of any kind, on the part of the committee.‖ 
In re Thomas C. Davis, Petitioner (1897, p. 382). 
 Additionally, the Supreme Court of Arkansas found there is no constitutional limitation to 
continue legislative investigation after the adjournment of session. Dickinson, State Auditor v. Johnson 
(1915). It is through these cases, and others, that the authority to hold interim activity has been upheld.  
Legislative Investigative Committee (Study Committee) 
 While the authority to meet during the interim has been established, the action by which interim 
activity of committees or investigatory committees are established has also been addressed in various court 
decisions.  
Single House Resolution 
 The authority for a legislative body to create interim committees by a single House resolution has 
been ruled an insufficient means for establishment by various courts across the nation. California‘s 
Supreme Court found it was not lawful to create a legislative investigating committee with the power to sit 
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after legislative adjournment, if the committee was created through a single House resolution.  In this case, 
California‘s Assembly passed House Resolution No. 171 in 1937. The resolution, approved by only the 
Assembly created ten interim committees, including the Interim Committee on Public Morals. That 
committee subpoenaed eleven witnesses who refused to answer the committee‘s questioning by arguing the 
committee was not lawfully formed.  The Special Assembly Interim Committee on Public Morals of the 
California Legislature v. Harry A. Southward et al. (1939). 
Even though the appellant argued the legislature had previously created interim committees by 
single House or concurrent resolution, the court had not been presented with this circumstance until this 
case was brought forth. Therefore, arguing that the action of adopting a committee by single House 
resolution has an established precedent did not validate the argument that the action of the committee‘s 
establishment was unlawful. In the prevailing opinion of the court it was stated that a ―single House is not 
the legislature.‖  (1939, p. 498).   
The long standing precedence for adoption of single House resolutions was additionally 
challenged in Illinois. Fergus v. Russel (1915). Again, the court recognized that for years the legislature 
and individual Houses had established a precedent to formulate interim committees and studies for 
meetings after the adjournment of session.  However, the court mentioned that it had never been called to 
determine the authority for such practice. Justice Cook stated in his prevailing opinion that the ―legislature 
has the undoubted right to create a commission for any proper purpose by an act regularly passed as 
required by the constitution, which may be vested with such powers and required to perform such duties as 
the act creating it may provide, and such commission may be empowered to exercise its powers and 
perform its duties both during the time the legislature may be in session and after its final adjournment.‖ (p. 
346). 
The Supreme Court of Arkansas took up a similar case in which the Senate directed an 
investigative committee, through a resolution, to continue its activity after the session adjourned. As stated 
by Justice Wood ―The Senate alone has no power to appoint a committee to make an investigation after its 
adjournment.‖ Tipton v. Parker (1903, p. 196). Again the court found a single House could not authorize 
post session activity. 
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 On the other hand, the West Virginia Supreme Court of Appeals determined that there is no doubt 
that both branches of the legislature can pass a joint resolution or act to operate after adjournment; 
however, neither House can meet alone during this time.  Justice Brannon stated in the courts opinion that 
―[t]o make Legislative action operative in the future, whether by act or resolution, there must be the consent 
of the two Houses.‖ (p. 50). He went on to clarify that ―when the powers of one branch are ended the 
powers of the other branch are ended.‖ (p. 51). Ex Parte Caldwell; Supreme Court of Appeals of West 
Virginia, Charleston (1906). 
By 1923 when the Supreme Court case in Oklahoma took up the matter, the prevailing opinions 
had already been well established for decades. Justice McNeil acknowledge these previous decisions in his 
opinion,  ―…cases are uniform in holding that one branch of the Legislature has no power by its 
independent action to appoint a committee of investigation, with power to meet after the close of the 
session of the Legislature‖ State ex rel. Sigler v. Childers (1923, p. 12).  
Resolution No Legitimate Establishment 
 It has already been established through court opinions that interim committees may be established 
to meet during the interim session and that statues appear to be a sufficient means for establishment of 
interim activity. Additionally, a single House does not have the authority on its own to establish an interim 
committee, while the approval by both bodies is sufficient. J.W.P (1933) further mentioned based on his 
research that a statute is an efficient means for authorizing a committee to meet after the legislature 
adjourns. (p. 230).  However, it is important for legislative bodies to be cognizant of the state‘s 
constitutions as various court cases have demonstrated.  The courts have ruled in some states that 
resolutions, even if approved by both Houses, are not a legitimate means to establish interim activity.  
 Specifically, the Supreme Court of Arkansas ruled that the legislature does not have the authority 
to appoint committees by concurrent resolution. ―Under our Constitution, the Legislature has no power, by 
concurrent resolution, to appoint committees or to continue committees already appointed for the purpose 
of making investigations after the Legislature has adjourned.‖ Dickinson, State Auditor v. Johnson (1915, p. 
589). In this case the court notes that even if the committee could have continued by concurrent resolution, 
the provision for allocating compensation would require a specific bill for appropriation such an act. (p. 
592). 
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The opinion acknowledges that some constitutions mandate that bills and joint resolutions must be 
read three times and approved by the majority of the body before becoming law. Unlike those constitutions, 
Arkansas do not grant such am authority for resolutions.  ―As we have already observed, under a 
Constitution like ours, a concurrent resolution duly passed is not a law, and can not be used as a substitute 
for a bill.‖ (1915, p. 590-591). The court opinion was reiterating the decision of Tipton v. Parker, another 
Arkansas Supreme Court case. 
Compensation for Interim Sessions 
Some additional early court challenges involved compensation for services provided during the 
interim. As previously mentioned, compensation was found to be one of the commonly found reasons for 
court challenges to the constitutionality of interim activity.  
Following the Maryland decision in 1855, the Indiana court found in 1861 that the legislature has 
the authority for a committee to meet during the interim. The discussion further found that legislators are 
entitled to compensation since the committee is an extension of their legislative authority, rather than the 
creation of a new position.  Branham v. Lange, Auditor (1861). 
The State of Washington‘s court opinion also required the state treasurer to pay for services 
rendered for a joint legislative fact-finding committee that was created by concurrent resolution of the 
legislature. The treasurer had previously denied the request citing that the concurrent resolution did not 
grant the authority for a committee to work after the conclusion of the session. The Washington State 
Supreme court did not agree with that opinion, holding that the legislature has the power to establish a 
committee to convene after the session has concluded. In Justice Millard‘s opinion he found that ―[T]he 
function of investigation during the interim is an inherent power in the legislature. If there is not present in 
the constitution a restraint against the exercise of interim investigatory power by the legislature through 
joint or concurrent action, that power, which is incidental to the function of making laws, may be projected 
into the interim‖. State of Washington, et rel. Robinson v. Fluent, (1948, p. 202). 
Additionally, the Arkansas Supreme Court had to decide on legislative per diem compensation 
after adjournment. A complaint was filed based on Act 167 of the 1925 legislative session, which 
authorized seventeen members of the Senate and seventeen members of the House to remain ―on duty‖ 
after adjournment. The necessity and size of the committee members appointed was said by the court to be 
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a political question; however, the court did hold that Amendment 8 of the Arkansas Constitution related to 
the per diem for legislators does not deprive the authority of legislatures to serve after session adjournment. 
Russell v. Cone (1925). Other court cases regarding compensation for interim legislative activity continue 
to be a theme throughout many of the legislative court cases. 
Legislative Councils 
As evidenced by the state case law provided, the authority of interim committees to convene was 
widely discussed throughout the states in the 19
th
 century and through the mid-20
th
 century. Additionally, 
legislative council began to be established in 1931, a decade after a Model State Constitution was proposed 
by the National Municipal League in 1921. Smith mentions that a legislative council ―is in a legal and 
constitutional sense nothing but an interim committee of the legislature.‖ (2005, p.69).  
The initial proposal included the composition of the governor and legislators of both Houses, but 
this was not adopted. Instead the councils are usually composed of a mixture of legislatures and staff, 
established to serve as a legislative body that would meet during the interim. ―The councils are designed 
primarily to provide responsible and informed legislative leadership, to promote continuity in the 
legislative process, and to afford greater opportunity for the expert drafting of legislation.‖ (Putney, 1937). 
The historical research of Seabury, Herwitz, Muligan, Jr. (1933), Smith (1955) additionally 
presented a review of the constitutionality of the interim with a focus on legislative councils. The first 
legislative council was established in Wisconsin in 1931. This was followed soon thereafter by Michigan 
and Kansas in 1933; Virginia and Kentucky in 1936; and Connecticut, Nebraska and Illinois in 1937 
(Putney, 1937). Early constitutional amendments then came in 1940 in California, 1944 in Missouri and 
1948 in New Jersey. ―Although constitutional provisions for legislative councils are a sure remedy against 
the arbitrary action of the state courts, conditions do not appear to require such action,‖ (Smith, 1955, p. 
80). 
Similar to interim committees and interim investigatory studies, the legislative councils were not 
immune to court challenges. For example, the state of Washington created a legislative council in 1947, and 
shortly thereafter the state auditor denied a legislator‘s request to be paid for services on a legislative 
council by questioning the constitutionality of its legislative authority. The auditor argued that because the 
member was a legislator he is disqualified from additionally serving on the legislative council because no 
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legislative member shall be appointed or elected to a civil office during his term as referenced under 
Washington‘s Constitution art. II, § 13. The State of Washington ex rel. Herbert M. Hamblen v. Cliff Yelle 
(1947). 
In his opinion, Judge Millard referenced Michigan, which created a legislative council in 1933 and 
directed work during the interim, along with other states—Connecticut, Illinois, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, 
Maryland, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Virginia—that 
have enacted similar statutes. State of Washington ex rel. Hamblen v. Yelle (1947, p. 73). Furthermore, 
―The authorities are in accord that, by statute, a legislative committee may be created and authorized to sit 
during the interim between sessions for any proper purpose, and empowered to take testimony, compel the 
attendance of witnesses, punish for contempt, and be directed to report its findings to the next legislature‖ 
(p. 74). 
Power of the Legislature During the Interim 
 As the case law has demonstrated, the authority to established interim activity, along with the way 
in which to do this, has been thoroughly discussed in various courtrooms. Unlike the legislative session, the 
interim session does not have the authority to pass legislation. This forms the question: What ultimately are 
the powers and the authority of an interim committee? 
In Kansas, the Supreme Court heard the case of an interim committee that sought imprisonment 
for a witness‘s refusal to answer committee inquiry. The court concluded that the House and Senate 
become ―dormant‖ after the legislature adjourns and may not reconvene until such established time, but if a 
committee is established to meet during the interim it may adjourn. However, the interim committee is not 
granted the same authority. As stated in the court decision an interim committee is a ―mere arm extended 
for the purpose of gathering information certainly cannot hold that power after it has ceased to exist in the 
body itself.‖ In re Thomas C. Davis, petitioner (1897, p. 382). Therefore, for the purposes of this specific 
argument, the interim committee does not have the authority to imprison a witness. 
North Carolina‘s court asserted that the resolution in question has no authority other than a report.  
―The uniform action of Congress and the Legislature, so far as our researches extend, has been to expressly 
authorize such committee to "sit in vacation." Commercial and Farmers Bank v. W. H. Worth, State 
Treasurer, (1895, p. 152).  
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A more defined understanding of what decision making authority is authorized during the interim 
sessions, will be more fully analyzed through the scope of this study.  A scale model has been devoted to 
better understanding the variation of state legislature‘s decision making authority during the interim 
session. This will be more fully discussed in Chapter 4.  
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CHAPTER 4 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
It is well established that state legislatures lend themselves to an abundance of inquiry and 
research (Jewell, 1981; Moncrief, et al., 1996).  However, with the exception of a few publications (Sikes, 
1942; NCSL, 2003; Rosenthal, 2004;), studies devoted to more fully understanding the state legislatures‘ 
interim sessions are limited. Most of the knowledge is instead centered on the decisions of court related 
cases (Seabury, et al., 1933; Smith, 1955), especially with regards to the authority of legislative activity 
during the interim sessions, as discussed in Chapter 3.   
The limited empirical data devoted to this phase of legislative policy making does not mean that 
interim sessions are unimportant (Little & Ogle, 2006; Smith, 1955, Rosenthal, 1974).  While this research 
assumes the interim session activity serves a functional purpose, the question remains what is the best 
method to understand the functionality of the legislative activity that transpires during the interim, or 
evaluate the output of productivity derived from the interim workload? This study will add to the current 
body of knowledge by completing an analysis of state legislative activity during the period between 
legislative sessions which will enable us to have a stronger understanding of the functionality of policy 
making during interim legislative sessions. 
Focus of the Methodology 
 The primary research questions that are being asked in the study are: How do state legislatures 
process their work during the interim, which is the time between formal regular sessions?  Furthermore, are 
interim workloads utilized efficiently to produce an output of legislative measures that have a high passage 
rate by the legislative body? Due to the dearth of prior research, the approach to this paper will be largely 
exploratory and explanatory; and hence inductive.   
The study will initially evaluate the functionality of state legislatures‘ process of legislative work 
during the interim. Thus, we want to understand how legislatures structure their workload during the 
interim and determine if any variation exists. To assist with this study a series of questions must be 
addressed: 
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1) Is there legislative activity during the interim? The duration of time legislatures are in session 
varies by state; hence, the interim duration will vary as well. This paper seeks to understand the 
extent to which the interim legislative session is utilized.  
2) How is work organized? The legislative body does not meet collectively during the interim; 
therefore, the research seeks to evaluate the structures set forth to accommodate the interim 
legislative workload. Utilization of standing committees may demonstrate an extension of the 
regular session, while select committees offer diversification from the structure of the regular 
session. 
3) How is the membership determined? Understanding how the committee membership and 
committee chairs are determined assists in better understanding who or whom has the authority to 
make these interim decisions.  
4) What authority is granted to interim committees? Such authority may be in the form of 
recommended legislation, final reports, or oversight of agencies and programs. Evaluating the 
authority granted to interim committees‘ will assist in the understanding of the level of workload 
and productivity that may be generated from the interim committees‘ activity.  Additionally an 
index will be created to further evaluate the authority of the interim committees and how 
frequently that authority is utilized. 
After developing an understanding of legislative work in the interim, it may well be possible that 
there is significant variation and the differences between states may be explained by a variety of factors.   
Secondly, the study will evaluate the productivity of interim sessions through a case study on the 
five biennial state legislatures.
9
 The productivity of the interim session activity will be evaluated by 
tracking the frequency of the interim committee meetings, output of recommendations by each committee 
that are introduced as legislative measures the succeeding regular session, and passage rate of those 
measures in comparison to non-interim derived legislation.  
Fifty State Survey: Functionality of the Interim Session Activity 
The focus of the study is a two-part approach: an overview of the functionality of the fifty states, 
as well as a more detailed case study related to a selected sampling of the states‘ interim sessions. In 1990 
                                                          
9
 Note that at the time the research was collected there were five biennial state legislatures. Since that time 
Oregon voters have passed a ballot initiative to hold annual sessions. 
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the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) sent a survey to state legislatures related to the 
interim session. In order to effectively utilize the survey results in this study, the data was converted by 
recoding the categories into dichotomous variables.
10
  The data did not provide descriptive variables related 
to session length or size, which could be used in comparison of state variation. Therefore, secondary data 
pertaining to the length of each state‘s regular session was added (annual or biennial), as was the total 
number of legislative representatives, from the Council of State Government‘s Book of the States (1990).  
The NCSL‘s updated 2010 data
11
 was also utilized so a longitudinal evaluation of the sample state 
respondents will be compared to evaluate any modifications to the structure of the interim session 
functionality. 
To explore the variation of interim session activity among the fifty state legislatures, the research 
questions contain seven attributes thought to assess the functionality of the interim sessions. These seven 
areas include: (1) types of interim committees, (2)  the  composition of joint or single House committees, 
(3) the committee membership, (4) the selection process for interim committee chairs, (5) the staffing for 
interim committees, (6) the power and authority granted to the interim committees, and (7) and the funding 
source for interim activity.  
 The data provided from the survey results are able to inform us if the state uses different 
categories but not the units of frequency for the usage. For example, the data provides an understanding as 
to how many types of committees compositions are used in a given state; however, the data does not more 
specifically state how many times each type of committee was used.   
Case Study:  Five Biennial Legislative States 
 While the initial NCSL survey provides a synopsis as to how states function during the interim 
session, there is a deficit between the general functionality and detailed quantitative data attributed to each 
state‘s interim session activity.  The lack of quantitative data limits a more comprehensive understanding as 
to the activity that transpires during the interim, as well as comparison of this activity between states. More 
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 The data results from some states were separated by chamber. In these instances the results were 
combined for the state to reflect a ―yes‖ if one or more chambers used the function, and ―no‖ if neither 
chamber used the function. 
11 NCSL is currently in the process of updating the 1990 survey results, however, only eight states have 
since responded to the updated survey that was submitted.   
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importantly, the time, funding and resources attributed to interim productivity is presently unknown 
without further evaluation. 
 In order to have a more thorough understanding of the interim session process, the second portion 
of this research study includes a case study of a selected group of state legislatures. For the purposes of 
uniformity, the remaining five state legislatures that meet on a biennially basis were identified for the case 
study. Those states include Montana, North Dakota, Nevada, Oregon and Texas.  Additionally, those states 
that meet most infrequently are state legislatures meeting biennially; therefore, those states are apt to utilize 
interim activity more frequently than other states. The results of the data may result in a greater number of 
interim committees or greater frequency of meetings due to an increased utilization of the interim session 
workload in these state legislatures. While all the state legislatures evaluated in the case study hold their 
regular session biennially, it should be noted that this five-state case study is not a truly random sampling.  
The data is collected for each state legislature will include three interim sessions, along with the 
subsequent regular session that follows. It should be noted that chronological information on interim 
sessions can be increasing difficult and time consuming to accumulate depending on the state. To have a 
truly comparable longitudinal study, the interim sessions are as follows: 2003-2004; 2005-2006; and 2007-
2008. The number of interim session committees are gathered and totaled based on each state‘s legislative 
website.  The frequency of the committee meetings was tabulated based on the access to the committee 
minutes that summarized each meeting.
12
 In limited circumstance where there were multiple minutes for 
the committee for the same day, the frequency of that particular meeting was only calculated once. 
The data gathered from the regular legislative session years were 2005, 2007 and 2009. This is the 
year following each interim session that was studied. The case studies will use a similar model to that of 
Tucker (1985) to identify the legislation that is drafted during the interim session and track its progress 
through the regular session to evaluate the ultimate success rate percentage.  
Hypotheses of the Research Study 
Research Question 1:  How do the number of interim committees, and the frequency of those 
committee meetings, vary between states? 
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 In the case of Oregon, the total frequency of interim committee meetings was tabulated based on the 
audio/video archives.  
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Hypothesis 1a: The states with the largest population have the greatest volume of interim 
committee meetings. 
Determining a measurement for the amount of interim session work is an important dependent 
variable. Wayne Francis (August 1985), utilized legislative service personnel to assist in establishing a 
monthly breakdown to indicate the days of each week the legislators were in session within a given month.  
This was accomplished through a questionnaire.  An alternative means to gather the data could also be the 
review of the legislative journals.  However, Francis points out that the use of the journals would be an 
―excellent (and time consuming) check, but use of the journals alone may not reveal an accurate picture in 
every state‖ (p. 627). 
 Identifying the work of the interim in comparison to the legislative session is no easy task since 
they are not truly comparable to the legislative session.  Since this study evaluates the interim as opposed to 
the regular session, the use of journals can not be utilized since there are no journals during the interim 
session. To determine the frequency in this study, the interim committees were evaluated to determine the 
total number of meetings. 
Rosenthal (2004) did attempt to analyze the legislative work. He compared the legislative work 
hours and interim work hours per week on the job between five states—Maryland, Vermont, Minnesota, 
Ohio and Washington—based on his ―five-state survey.‖ However, while this analysis was informative, it 
should be clarified that Rosenthal‘s category of work encompasses more than purely legislative activity in 
his study. He mentions ―constituency, political and legislative study work‖ in the inclusion of the work of 
the legislator (p. 20).  
Additionally, the  survey jointly conducted by the National Conference of State Legislatures 
(NCSL), the Council of State Governments, and the State Legislative Leaders Foundation analyzed the 
time devoted to legislative activity (State Legislatures, July/August 2003). Interim workdays were 
included, however, the data also took into account the regular session workdays, time devoted to 
constituent service and political campaigns for election. 
For the purposes of this paper, the research will take into account only the workload activity 
processed during the interim session, excluding time additionally devoted to constituency outreach and 
politically related events or campaigns. 
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Research Question 2:  What is the relationship between the number of legislative measures 
introduced from the interim session, and the number of interim measures passed? How does the passage 
rate compare to all other non-interim initiated legislation? 
Hypothesis 2a: The legislative measures derived from activity that transpired during the interim 
will have a higher passage rate than other non-interim related legislative measures? 
 Hypothesis 2b:  The motion for adoption or passage by way of ―do pass‖ is utilized more 
frequently than ―amend and do pass‖. 
While the data collection to this point evaluates the functionality of interim session activity, it 
does not touch on the productivity.  Beginning around 1970, studies have evaluated ―committee floor 
success‖ as a dependent variable. Harvey Tucker (1985), who analyzed legislative logjams, created a 
normative model to analyze the use of calendars for workload management in the Texas State Legislature. 
He found that three or more bills are typically rejected for every bill passed into law (1989, p. 432). This 
paper theorizes that the passage rate of legislation derived from the interim session activity will have a 
higher passage rate. This is due to the resources and time devoted to discussion during the interim to derive 
legislative measures for the next session. Unlike other legislative measures commonly introduced by a 
legislative sponsor, interim session legislation has already been discussed, vetted and the language 
approved by a committee of legislative peers prior to making its way to the regular session for 
consideration by the complete legislative body.   
It has previously been mentioned that legislative activity during the interim offers the legislative 
body the opportunity to discuss more policy issues that they otherwise may have not had the time to be 
addressed during the regular session. Using this assumption it was hypothesized that interim measures that 
were passed during the following regular session would be passed without any amendments. This is 
because theoretically the committee would have had an opportunity during the interim to more thoroughly 
vet the policy by the interim committee and propose measures the majority of the legislative body would 
support.   
In the chapters to follow, Chapter 5 summarizes the findings of the interim session functionality 
and Chapter 6 and 7 summarizes the findings of the five state case study.  
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CHAPTER 5 
HISTORICAL STRUCTURE OF INTERIM SESSIONS 
The principal purpose of this research study is to examine how state legislatures utilize the interim 
session. In 1990, the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) submitted a survey to the 50 state 
legislatures
13
 to inquire about the functionality of their interim process. The survey results can provide a 
fundamental understanding as to the variation between state legislatures‘ utilization of the interim sessions. 
 As mentioned in Chapter 4, the secondary data was reformatted and descriptive variables were 
added utilizing the Book of the States (1990) for the same time period.  This included session type (annual 
or biennial) and length (limited or continuous); as well as the total number of legislators. The results were 
then categorized. Additionally incorporated was Perville Squire‘s ranking of professionalism (1986-1988) 
that takes into consideration the legislative pay, ratio of staff members per legislators and total days in 
session (February 1992, pg. 72).   More detailed findings related to the fifty-state survey have been 
highlighted below in Table 5.1. 
NCSL issued a similar survey in 2010 to update the twenty-year old data. The current results 
represent only a portion of the total states
14
 requested to complete the survey. However, the state sampling 
available provides an understanding as to possible longitudinal variations in the interim procedures over the 
duration of twenty years. The selected sampling of states with 2010 survey result data demonstrates 
minimal variation to the previous survey results in 1990. This tells us that the structure of functionality of 
the interim sessions does not vary drastically year-over-year.  Where there is variations of noticeable 
interest over the decades, the changes have been highlighted in the summary to follow.  
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 The survey results included six states that were listed as non applicable or non respondents to the survey. 
They included: Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, Rhode Island and New York. 
14
 The select states that have responded to the updated 2010 survey include: Alaska, Arizona, Missouri, 
New Mexico, Oklahoma, Montana, Oregon, and Wisconsin. 
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Table 5.1: Functionality of Interim Sessions NCSL Survey Results  (1990) 
Interim Committee Types 
Percent of  
State Usage 
Standing Committees 65.0 
Select Committees 70.0 
Ad Hoc  50.0 
Task Force 61.0 
Public-Private Partnership 61.0 
  
Interim Committee Makeup 
Percent of  
State Usage 
Single Chamber Committee 63.6 
Joint Chamber Committee 95.5 
 
Interim Committee Membership Selection 
Percent of 
 State Usage 
All Legislators 54.6 
Includes Non-Legislative Members 72.7 
Standing Committee Intact 56.8 
Appointed by Leadership 88.6 
Appointed by Joint Nonpartisan Comte/Cmsn 29.6 
  
Interim Committee Chair Selection 
Percent of 
 State Usage 
Standing Committee Chair 59.1 
Selected by Leadership 45.5 
Selected by Interim Committee 13.6 
Sponsor of the Bill/Resolution 27.3 
  
Interim Committee Staffing Options 
Percent of  
State Usage 
Standing Committee Staff 59.0 
Nonpartisan Staff 75.0 
Caucus Staff 9.0 
Research Staff, Hired by Chair 25.0 
Clerical Nonpartisan Commission Staff 22.7 
Clerical Staff Hired by Chair 18.1 
Other 22.7 
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Power Granted to Interim Committees 
Percent of 
 State Usage 
Draft Legislation 97.7 
Prefile Legislation 50.0 
Recommend Floor Action 36.0 
Conduct Investigations 84.1 
Conduct Public Hearings 95.5 
Conduct Special Studies 97.7 
Oversight of Agencies/Programs 88.6 
  
Funding Sources 
Percent of  
State Usage 
Standing Committee Budget 27.3 
Special Appropriation 45.4 
Other 4.6 
  Data based on NCSL 1990 survey results. (n=44) 
 
Since the complete legislative body does not meet together during the interim, it is the belief that 
the legislative process relies heavily on the interim committees to carry out the public policy discussions 
during this period, dependent on the state. Such activity may also serve as a means to circumvent the 
constitutional limits imposed on the regular session length. The policy concepts may include issues 
generated from the previous regular session, new issues that become prevalent to discuss will the 
legislature is in recess, or potential legislation that may merit a bill introduction for the upcoming next 
session. Whichever it may be, or combination thereof, the various types of committees provide a legislative 
forum for policies to be discussed. The findings focus on the types of committees utilized in the interim; 
how members and chairs are appointed to the committees; how the committees and funded and staffed; and 
the authority granted to the interim committees. 
Types of Interim Committees 
The interim committee types categorized included standing, select, task force, ad hoc, and 
committees with a public-private partnership.  The results found that interim committees are composed 
predominately of select and standing committees. Seventy percent of the states use select committees (31 
states), while 65 percent of states use standing committees (29 states).  A select committee is commonly 
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composed to address a specific policy issue and is often created by resolution. Conversely, a standing 
committee is commonly created by statute to address a specific jurisdiction of polices topics.  
The findings demonstrated that state legislatures do authorize some flexibility for issue specific 
committees during the interim. However, the additional high rate of standing committee usage indicates 
that there is also a level of consistency associated with the interim committee structure.  Rosenthal (1974, 
p. 34) found that half of the state legislatures utilize regular standing committees during the interim. Based 
on the NCSL 1990 survey results of the respondents, the total percentage of standing committee usage 
during the interim committees has increased since his initial study.  Even a greater variation of usage of 
standing and select committees was found when evaluating sessions that have imposed restrictions 
compared to sessions without such restrictions on the session length.  Furthermore, as the number of total 
legislative members increases, the standing and select committees are used more frequently. 
The findings showed that most states do not restrict the interim committee structure to one type of 
committee based on the survey categories. Seven states had such limitations which included Alaska, 
Arkansas, Idaho, New Mexico, South Dakota, Oregon and Wisconsin. Much more common was the 
comingling of multiple types of the committee types categorized.  The majority of the states ranged from 
two-to-five types of committee that function during the interim session. Additionally, some states used all 
the categories provided. Those states included Arizona, Connecticut, Minnesota, Nebraska, Tennessee, and 
Washington.  These results indicate that the interim session structure commonly utilizes standing 
committees, which are more structural; select committees, which are found to be directed as specific policy 
issues; but additionally may incorporate more unstructured committees that are ad hoc, task force or 
composed of a public-private partnership.  The ad hoc committee was found to be the type used least 
frequently; however, at least half of the states used this option. Therefore, all the type of committees 
categorized by the NCSL survey were utilized bay at least half of the state legislatures. 
When evaluating the total number of legislators and committee types it was found that the 
percentage of standing and select committees usage increased as the number of total representatives 
increased.
15
  Based on the finding presumably a more structural function to the interim session process may 
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 The only exception was the select committee usage for total legislators under 70 legislative members per 
state 
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be needed with a large quantity of legislators to compensate for the increased demand of organization, 
activity and workload. 
Additionally, the research found that there was a decline
16
 in the usage of the more unstructured 
committees—ad hoc, task force and public private—as the total number of legislators increased. The 
increase in legislative representation may indicate less need to utilize more unstructured types of 
committees, such as the public-private partnership. Or potentially these committee types may not function 
as efficiently in the environment of a smaller legislature.  For example, New Hampshire‘s delegation is 
composed of 424 legislative members.  Due to the large and presumably diverse composition of the 
delegation, it could be assumed that additional public representation on interim committees is not as 
warranted to supplement the composition of the interim committees as it may be in a state with a smaller 
delegation.  This is because the large quantity of legislative members has a higher probability of generating 
a diverse representative that could lend to the knowledge of the policy discussion, limiting the need for 
outside non-legislative members. 
 There were no reductions to the committee types utilized when comparing 1990 and 2010 data. 
Instead the standing committees, select committees, ad hoc committees and public-private committee all 
saw an increase over the duration.
17
 Therefore, based on the available updated data the results indicate that 
the types of committees continue to be utilized and in many cases have increased as a viable option in the 
interim committee process. Additional tables and charts related to the results of the types of committees can 
be found in the Appendix. 
Interim Committee Makeup 
Single house committees are comprised of members of one house, while a joint interim committee 
has an amalgamation of both house members. Joint committees were found be me used by almost all the 
state respondents. Only two—Nebraska and Oklahoma—do not utilize joint committees. Nebraska is a 
unicameral legislature, which only has one house, so it would not be possible for the state to select the other 
option. Therefore, only Oklahoma has chooses a single house committee for the committee makeup.  Sixty 
three percent of states additionally utilize single house committees, although this is less commonly used 
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 Once again, the only exception was the select committee usage for total legislators under 70 legislative 
members per state 
17
 Note that in 2010 the categories of select committee and ad hoc committee are together, unlike 1990. 
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compared to joint committees. While the data provides an understanding as to the committee composition, 
it does not indicate how frequently one committee structure is used over another. This lack of data limits 
our understanding as to the ratio of joint committees used versus single committees used in each state 
legislature during the interim session. Additional data related to the composition of the committee can be 
found in the Appendix. 
Selection of Interim Committee Memberships and Committee Chairs 
The determination of how the committee members and chairs are selected can vary by state and 
even by committee. The findings of the survey indicate that leadership plays a role in the selection process 
of committee members and chairs, both directly and indirectly. To explain further, in the majority of the 
states that responded, 88.6 percent (39 states) of committee appointments were found to be handled by 
leadership. Additionally, a joint nonpartisan committee or commission was responsible for the appointment 
of interim committee members in 13 states of the total states that responded (30 percent). While the joint 
nonpartisan committee appears to comprise a small representation of the committee appointment process, it 
should be noted based on the case study findings in Chapter 6 that usually the nonpartisan committee is 
comprised of leadership. Therefore, there would be an indirect correlation between leadership contributing 
to the selection process in this category as well.  
 When evaluating committee chairs, the majority of states were found to use standing committee 
chairs as the interim committee chairs. This totaled 59.1 percent of responding states. However, the 
standing committee chairs are often appointed to the chairmanship position by leadership at one time. 
Therefore, while there is no direct correlation of leadership appointing the chair in the interim if standing 
committees are used, the role that leadership plays in initially selecting the chair should not be overlooked. 
The direct relationship of interim committee chairs being selected by leadership was found to be 45.5 
percent.   
As indicated, standing committees comprise one of the highest usages of interim committee types 
and committee chairmanships. Additionally, the results indicate that standing committee membership is 
used by 56.8 percent of the state respondents. The frequency of interim committee appointments by 
standing committees increased as the total number of legislative representatives increased. This would 
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supplement the previous findings that the usage of standing committees increases as the total number of 
legislative representatives increases.  
Additionally of interest was that the appointment of committee members by leadership increased 
when the legislative population increased, while the appointment by the joint nonpartisan 
commission/committee decreases under the same scenario.  The findings indicate that as the legislative 
population increases, more authority is granted directly to the leadership to determine the committee 
appointments. The category with the largest total number of legislative representatives
18
 totaled 100 percent 
utilization of leadership and standing committees to appoint membership. The same category did not utilize 
the nonpartisan commission. Therefore, the appointments by joint nonpartisan committees are much more 
commonly utilized in state legislatures that have a smaller population. Based on the findings, appointments 
by a nonpartisan commission may be used more frequently in states composed of a smaller quantity of state 
legislatures because the collective feedback of the commission is more easily handled when evaluating the 
appointments of a smaller delegation of representation. As the number of representatives increases so too 
can the interim appointments, making it presumably more efficient to handle by leadership than a joint 
commission. 
 States also have the capability to appoint non-legislative members to the interim committees. The 
data found that 72.7 percent of the responding states, 32 states, took advantage of the option to include non-
legislative membership.  However, the usage of non-legislative members dissipated to zero when 
evaluating those states that were categorized as having the highest
19
 number of legislators. As previously 
mentioned, a similar declining trend was found when evaluating unstructured interim committees, such as 
public-private partnership committees. This is because the large quantity of legislative members has a 
higher probability of generating a diverse representative that could lend to the knowledge of the policy 
discussion, limiting the need for outside non-legislative members. However, non-legislative members were 
additionally found to be utilized more frequently in biennial session legislatures, over annual session. 
Staffing of the Interim Committees 
 Staffing is a key component to the legislative process.  In Squire‘s evaluation of professionalism 
he included the ratio of regular session staffing to legislators as a component to the professionalism model. 
                                                          
18
 The legislative category is > 210 legislative members. 
19
 The highest category of total legislators was > 210 members. 
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The survey evaluated the composition of staff for the interim committees. Recall that standing committees 
were used frequently in the types of committees, membership and chairmanship.  This holds true again 
when evaluating staff. Fifty-nine percent (26 states) use standing committee staff. The standing committee 
staff was found to be used more commonly in sessions that had restrictions on the length rather than 
sessions that did not have restrictions. Although annual sessions were found to utilize standing committee 
staff more frequently than biennial sessions, the percentage was very similar. 
 The findings additionally revealed that the primary composition of an interim committee staffing 
were nonpartisan members. Seventy-five percent of states selected this category.  Much less common was 
research staff hired by the chair; clerical nonpartisan staff; clerical staff hired by the chair and caucus staff.  
The caucus staff was only used by a small number of states that met annually but had restrictions on their 
limitation of being in session. Additional data related to the variation in staffing options can be found in the 
Appendix. 
Funding Source of the Interim Committees 
Funding must be appropriated in some capacity to continue work of the legislature during the 
interim.  Such allocations assist with salary and travel expenditures for legislators, staff and administrative 
fees such as publications. The survey results found that more states allocated funding for interim activity 
through a special appropriation (45.4 percent) as opposed to a standing committee (27.2 percent). Some 
states use multiple means for funding. For example, while funding is available through standing 
committees, special appropriations may also be considered for other interim activity, such as ad hoc, select 
and public-private committees.  
It is worth noting that 12 of the responding states did not answer any of the available categories—
standing committee, special appropriation, or other.  This leads to further inquiry as to what means are used 
to fund interim activity, since 22.7 percent of the responding states
20
 did not select a category.  This void in 
the response rate may have been noticed by NCSL since the 2010 survey categories included additional 
categories: senate and house budgets and joint nonpartisan. The results showed a large segment of the 
selected states utilizing specifically the senate and house budget, which many have impacted the results 
from 1990.  
                                                          
20
 Responding states in this context is based on the 44 states that are not listed as non applicable or non 
responsive.  
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Powers of the Interim Committees 
 Since the legislative body does not fully meet during the interim because they are in recess, 
legislative measures are not adopted. However, this does not preclude the interim committees form other 
powers of legislative authority amenable to interim session activity. For example, almost all the states that 
responded have the authority to draft legislation (97.7 percent; 43 states). Furthermore, 50 percent of the 
states have a procedure by which the interim committees may prefile their legislation. Legislation that is 
―prefiled‖ means that the bill language will be drafted, given a bill number and be ready for introduction on 
the very first days of the regular session. Prefiling is used most commonly in the states with the smallest 
population, while the overall usage of the prefiling option decreases as the total number of representatives 
increases. Based on further evaluation, it appears prefiling of bills are most common among the states that 
hold biennial sessions, whether they have restrictions imposed or not.   
 The interim is not limited to proposing legislative measures. The data additionally shows that 88.6 
percent of the states, or 39 of the total states responding, have the responsibility of overseeing agencies and 
programs.  Such a high total demonstrates that that interim activity includes programs being held 
accountable to the interim committees that are established.  Of further interest was the fact that states with a 
smaller total amount of legislative representatives have a higher overall use of agency oversight. Based on 
the finding such oversight by small legislators may be due to the fact that the government is small as well, 
which is why the oversight is delegated to the legislative body during the interim.  As the quantity of total 
legislators increase, the usage of oversight decreases. Two factors may contribute to the decrease. The 
increased legislative body may meet more frequently so the oversight is handled during the regular 
legislative session, rather than the interim session. Or, the oversight may be handled directly by the branch 
or agency if it is larger is size, or handled by a different entity. Those states that met annually without any 
restrictions also had the lowest response rate for conducting investigations, at 60 percent (3 of the 5 states). 
However, for states that met annually with limitations that total is 83 percent (30 states). States that meet 
annually without imposed restrictions may rely on the regular session, rather than the interim session, to 
conduct the investigations. 
 The 2010 comparison shows an increase in the number of states that allow prefiling legislation. 
However, interestingly that was the only increase in the data. Drafting legislation, recommending floor 
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action, conducting investigations, and oversight all decreased over the 20 year period. Additional data 
related to the power of interim committees can be evaluated in the Appendix. 
Index of Powers of Authority 
 The power of authority granted during the interim session is believed to be one of the most 
important categories to evaluate in this study due to the level of responsibility granted to the interim session 
activity. Therefore, an index was additionally created to evaluate the number of powers used by each state 
during the inteirm. The powers include: drafting legislation, prefiling legislation, recommending floor 
action, conducting investigations, conducting public hearings, conduction special studies and oversight of 
agencies and programs. The index was further expanded to evaluate the variation in the usage between state 
legislatures that convene every year compared to the state legislatures that convene every two years. See 
Table 5.2 below to review the index.  
 
Table 5.2: Index of the Interim Session Powers of Authority 
 
Cross Tab  
Number of Powers 
Frequency of Power Usage 
– Annual Sessions 
Frequency of Power 
Usage – Biennial Sessions 
Total 
3.00 Count 
2 
5.4 percent 
0 
0.0 percent 
2 
4.5 percent 
4.00 Count 
6 
16.2 percent 
0 
0.0 percent 
6 
13.6 percent 
5.00 Count 
12 
32.4 percent 
1 
14.3 percent 
13 
29.5 percent 
6.00 Count 
9 
24.3 percent 
5 
71.4 percent 
14 
31.8 percent 
7.00 Count 
8 
21.6 percent 
1 
14.3 percent 
9 
20.5 percent 
Total Count 
37 
100 percent 
7 
100 percent 
44 
100 percent 
X2 = 6.429  (not significant) 
 
  
 
 
While the index is not statistically significant, the table demonstrates the high level of activity and 
responsibility granted to interim committees. All the states that responded utilize at least seven powers of 
authority during the interim, while at least twenty percent of the states (9 states) use up to seven powers. 
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The index demonstrates that state legislatures do not commonly limit the power of interim session to a few 
options. 
Professionalism of State Legislatures (Squire’s Model) 
Using Squire‘s Model of professionalism,
21
 the majority of states that met annually without 
restrictions had a higher overall rating than the other annual meeting states, with few exceptions.
22
 
Additionally, the majority of the seven states that convened biennially during this period were found to 
have high rankings, which would mean the state legislative structure is not as professionalized as a state 
with a lower ranking. These states included North Dakota (ranked 48
th
), Kentucky (ranked 44
th
), Arkansas 
(ranked 43
rd
) and Montana (ranked 42
nd
). Oregon and Nevada both had stronger professionalism rankings 
at 27
th
 for Oregon and 31
st
 for Nevada. Based on Squire‘s measurement of professionalism, Texas was the 
most professionalized biennial legislature (ranked 20
th
). The second and third lowest ranking biennial 
states—Kentucky and Arkansas—have since changed to annual legislative session. It should be noted that 
Squire‘s model is based on the frequency of the legislative body meeting, staff support and legislative 
compensation using data derived from the regular legislative session, not interim. Presently, Squire‘s model 
has not been used to evaluate the professionalism of interim sessions. This is mentioned as possible area for 
future research in the Chapter 7. 
The data utilized from the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) provides a general 
understanding as to the structure of the fifty states‘ interim sessions. It is evident by the findings that a level 
of structure exists among the states functionality of the interim activity, though that varies dependent on the 
states. Additionally, leadership is a significant decision making authority as to the appointment of the 
membership of the interim committees, and in some cases the chairs as well. Most notably, the findings 
demonstrate that the activities during the interim in almost all state respondents have the authority to draft 
legislative measures. However, the authority is not limited to just this power. The index found that states 
vary in the types of power they are authorities, but they are have multiple powers. One such power 
authorized to some of the states is the oversight of the agencies and programs.   
                                                          
21
 Professionalization measure that uses relevant attributes of Congress as a baseline against which to 
compare same attributes to legislative bodies. Measured designed to calculate how closely a state 
legislature resembles the professional characteristics of the Congress. (February 1992, Legislative 
Professionalization and Membership Diversity in State Legislatures, p. 71) 
22
 Idaho was ranked 41 and North Carolina at 22. 
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While it is helpful to analyze the variation between states, the data does not answer a number of 
more fundamental questions related to the functionality of the interim session activity span. How many 
committees on average meet during the interim and how frequently do they meet? What is the authority 
during the interims session? Does the output of interim legislative measures recommended during the 
interim have a greater passage rate than non-interim related legislation during the regular session?  
To answer these questions about the interim process, as well as others, the second section of the 
data collection involves a case study of selected states. The explanation as to the selected sampling of states 
is detailed in Chapter 6 and 7. 
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CHAPTER 6 
CASE STUDY OF BIENNIAL STATE LEGISLATURES 
In 1940 there were only four states that held annual legislative sessions. This number grew to 19 
states holding annual session in the early 1960s and expanded to 41 states by the mid 1970s (Annual vs. 
Biennial Sessions, NCSL). Currently there are only five states
23
 that do not meeting annually: Montana, 
Nevada, North Dakota, Oregon
24
 and Texas. Instead these state legislatures hold their legislative sessions 
biennially. The five states serve as the central focus of this research as to the flow of legislative work 
during the interim session.  
The research provided in Chapter 6 summarizes the findings of the five state case studies over the 
duration of three interim sessions and tracking the output of legislative derived from the interim workload 
through the next three regular sessions.  Following the initial state summary, Chapter 7 provides a 
comparison of the research findings. 
Montana Legislature 
 There are one hundred and fifty members in the Montana legislative body, which is composed of 
fifty senators and one hundred representatives. While the Montana Legislature meets biennially for 90 
working days,
25
 the state experimented with the concept of annual sessions in 1973 and 1974.  The annual 
legislative process was a result of significant reforms proposed during Montana‘s Constitutional 
Convention and approved during the June 1972 election.  The approved revisions to the Constitution 
included the establishment of a 60-day annual sessions, instead of meeting biennially. However, an 
initiative petition was narrowly passed in November 1974 that returned the Montana Legislature to biennial 
meetings. Since that time the debate over annual sessions versus biennial sessions has not concluded.
26
  
 
                                                          
23
 At the time the research was conducted there were five biennial state legislatures. At the conclusion of 
the paper Oregon voters approved a ballot measure to change the session to annually meeting. Therefore, 
the number has now been reduced to four states, however, that recent change does not impact the study. 
24
 Note; in Oregon, a ballot initiative was approved by the voter during the 2010 General Election to change 
the frequency of regular sessions to annual meetings. 
25
 ―Working days‖ references to the days the Legislature is convening. 
26 Since 1974, two additional constitutional amendments to hold annual sessions have been rejected by the 
Montana voters. (Johnson, House gives OK to annual-session plan, April 21, 2009,).  Most recently Senate 
Bill 348 of the 2009 Montana Legislative session was introduced by Senator Jeff Essmann. The bill, which   
did not pass the Legislature, sought to split the 90 working day session into two 45-day annual sessions: 
one general session, and the other to address budgetary issues.   
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Structure and Function of the Interim Session 
The Montana Code Annotated (MCA) authorizes interim session activity; outlines the power and 
duties of the interim committees; sets forth the parameters for appointment and composition of the 
committee membership; and defines the presiding officers.
27
 As specified in MCA Title 5, Chapter 5 § 214 
(1999), ―[t]he interim committees shall perform their functions when the legislature is not in session.‖ Such 
interim committee functions include reviewing the administrative rules within the committees‘ jurisdiction; 
conducting interim studies assigned to the committee; monitoring the operations; and reviewing proposed 
legislation of the assigned executive branch agencies.
28
  
Appointment of Members 
In Montana, the statutes outline a large portion of the appointing process. Interim committee 
appointments are required to be made by the time the legislature adjourns its regular session. Interim 
committee appointments are determined by the Speaker of the House and the Committee on Committees. 
Additionally there are limitations on the amount of committees a legislator may serve. A legislator is 
limited to serving two interim committees (MCA Title 5, Chapter 5 § 211, 2007).  
 In addition to limitations statutorily imposed on the number of committees, there are also 
instructions that limit the number of members on the statutory committees. The structure of the committee 
appointments in Montana are found to be more defined than any other state researched. Specifically, the 
Montana Annotated Code specifies that each interim committee
29
 is composed of four members of the 
Montana Legislative House (two from the majority party, and two from the minority party) and four 
members of the Montana Legislative Senate (two from the majority party, and two from the minority 
party). Furthermore, the appointing authority shall attempt to select not less than 50 percent of the members 
from the standing committees. Also taken into account are the term limits of members. This is done so 
members ―will be available to follow through on committee activities and recommendations in the next 
legislative session‖ (MCA Title 5, Chapter 5 § 211(7), 2007).  
                                                          
27
 As found under MCA Title 5, Chapter 5. 
28
 In addition to the interim committee‘s legislative authority, the Montana Annotated Code mentions the 
committee‘s attention to the executive branch should include identifying issues likely to require future 
legislative action, or opportunities to improve existing law (MCA § 5-5-215(1)(i-ii), 2001). 
29
 Note: If the workload requires additional members, the legislative council may request appointing two 
additional members (one from the majority party, and one from the minority party). 
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Each interim committee is then granted the authority to elect a chair and vice chair for the interim 
committee from the list of committee members. These chairmanship positions are referred to as the 
presiding officer and vice presiding officer, and the presiding officers are required by statute to be from 
different political parties (MCA Title 5, Chapter 5 § 213, 1999).   
Interim Committees and Study Committees 
The interim is composed of a combination of interim committees that are listed in statute;
30
 
additional statutory committees meeting in the interim, whose function is outlined in statute; along with 
various other interim studies.  
 Additionally, policy studies committees may be conducted during the interim. These studies are 
authorized through a bill or resolution passed during the regular legislative session. Following adjournment 
of the regular session a list of the study requests the legislature had adopted during the previous regular 
session is sent to each legislator. Legislators are requested to rank the studies to assist in prioritizing the 
studies for the interim. The Borda
31
 method is used in the survey by which legislators rank their preference 
of interim studies.
32
 
Once the rankings are received, the Legislative Council Committee reviews the list. The 
Legislative Council is a 12-member bipartisan committee established in 1957 that oversees specific 
legislative services
33
. Among its duties includes directing research during the interim period (Montana 
Legislative Website, History). The membership is stipulated to consist of the Speaker, Minority House 
Leader and four Montana House members. The members are chosen by the Speaker and must consist of 
two from the majority party and two from the minority party.  Additionally included is the President of the 
Senate, Minority Senate Leader and four Montana Senate members chosen by the Committee on 
                                                          
30 The statutory interim committees authorized to meet post adjournment are noted in the Montana Code 
pursuant to 5-5-202(2) (2009). They include: Economic Affairs Committee; Education and Local 
Government Committee; Children, Families, Health and Human Services Committee; Law and Justice 
Committee; Energy and Telecommunications Committee; Revenue and Transportation Committee; and 
State Administration and Veterans‘ Affairs Committee. Additional committees that meet; however, their 
functions are mentioned in other portions of the status follow (MCA § 5-5-202(1), 2009): State-Tribal 
Relations Committee; Environmental Quality Council; Water Policy Committee; Legislative Consumer 
Committee; Legislative Council;  Legislative Audit Committee; and Legislative Finance Committee. 
31
 The Borda method ranks the interim studies from ―1‖ to the total number of studies being presented for 
consideration. The method used in the legislative polling is acknowledged in The Interim newsletter. 
32
 The selection process for interim studies is set forth in statute pursuant to 5-5-217 (2001) of the Montana 
Code Annotated. 
33
 The duties of the Legislative Council are found in Title 5, Chapter 11, Section 101 of the MCA. 
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Committees. Also taken into consideration is the political party affiliation. Two of the members are from 
the majority and two are from the minority party.
34
 In addition to determining the interim session studies, 
the Council also establishes the interim committee deadlines, assigns policy issues that arise to committees, 
and is responsible for the review of proposed legislation that has not been assigned to a specific committee.  
The poll results for prioritizing interim studies
35
 are listed in the table below. The legislators‘ 
response rate totaled 78 percent respondents in 2003, 77 percent respondents in 2005 and 65 percent 
respondents in 2007. The feedback from the legislators is then used to prioritize the various studies.  In 
addition to the poll results, the staff resources and cost associated with the study are taken into account 
when determine the selection on interim studies. This may restrict the amount of policy studies that take 
place (Montana Legislative Website). 
 
Table 6.1:  Montana Legislature’s Interim Poll Results 
Poll Year Interim Poll Results 
2007 
 
There were 21 studies include in the 2007 interim poll. The response rate was 
65 percent; however several other ballots that were returned after the deadline 
would have increased the response rate to 70 percent of the 150 Legislative 
Body. The Legislative Services Division recommended 16 of the total 21 
studies requested by resolution be conducted, (The Interim, June 2007, p. 8). 
 
 
2005 
There were 22 studies included in the 2005 interim poll. The response rate was 
77 percent; however, other ballots returned after the deadline would have 
increased the response rate to 82 percent of the 150 Legislative Boyd. The 
Legislative Services Division recommended 18 of the 22 studies requested by 
resolution be conducted, (The Interim, June 2005, pg. 8). 
 
 
2003 
There were 13 studies included in the 2003 interim poll to legislators. The 
response rate was 78 percent of the total 150 legislative body. The Legislative 
Services Division recommended all 13 of the studies requested by resolution 
be conducted, (The Interim, June 2003, pg. 16). 
 
 
 
                                                          
34
 Pursuant to Montana Code Annotated 2009, if a legislature will not serve the following legislative 
session due to term limits, the legislator may designate another member of the same House and political 
party to serve in the legislator‘s place on the council. MCA §  5-5-101(2) (2007). 
35
 The interim sessions studied are the 2003-2004 interim; 2005-2006 interim and 2007-2008 interim.  
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 In 2003, 100 percent of the interim studies proposed during the regular session were studied 
during the interim; 81.8 percent in 2005 and 76.2 percent in 2007.  Instead of a stand-alone interim 
committee, Montana statutes designates the interim studies are assigned to interim committees and 
statutory committees by the 12-member Legislative Council Committee. Any request to adopt, reject or 
modify any interim request is ultimately up to the discretion of this committee.  However, the studies 
during the interim compose only a portion of the duties of the interim committee activities. ―Each 
committee has a variety of statutory duties, including agency monitoring and administrative rule review,‖ 
(Bohyer, 2005, The Interim, pg. 8). Table 6.2 shows the total number of members and staff for the various 
committees.  
 
 
 
 
      Table 6.2:  Montana Legislature’s Comparison of Interim Committee and Subcommittee Usage of 
Members and Staff (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 
 
Interim Years Total 
Committees 
Total 
Members 
House 
Members 
Senate 
Members 
Other 
Members 
Staff  
Total             
2007-2008 (Committees) 16 161 75 75 11 80 
2005-2006 (Committees) 15 144 69 70 4 71 
2003-2004 (Committees) 14 139 64 64 11 66 
Average Total 15.0 148.0 69.3 69.7 8.7 72.3 
              
2007-2008 
(Subcommittees) 
21 118 52 51 15 39 
2005-2006 
(Subcommittees) 
6 34 13 13 4 12 
2003-2004 
(Subcommittees) 
7 37 16 15 6 19 
Average Total 11.3 63.0 27.0 26.3 8.3 23.3 
Ratio             
2007-2008 (Committees) 16 10.1 4.7 4.7 0.7 5.0 
2005-2006 (Committees) 15 9.6 4.6 4.7 0.0 5.1 
2003-2004 (Committees) 14 9.9 0.5 4.6 0.2 5.1 
Average Total 15.0 9.9 3.2 4.6 0.3 5.0 
              
2007-2008 
(Subcommittees) 
21 5.6 9.3 3.0 5.0 2.3 
2005-2006 
(Subcommittees) 
6 5.7 2.3 5.7 0.7 2.0 
2003-2004 
(Subcommittees) 
7 5.3 3.0 5.0 1.2 2.7 
Average Total 11.3 5.5 4.9 4.5 2.3 2.3 
*2003/04: Staff for 1 committee was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
*2005/06: Staff for 1 committee was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
*2007/08: Staff for 4 subcommittees was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
 
Note: legislators may sit on multiple committees. 
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 It should be noted that legislators may serve on multiple committees. Additionally the members of 
the subcommittees are commonly members from the existing interim committee from which the 
subcommittee was created. On average nearly 10 total members serve on the interim committees, while 5.5 
members serve on the subcommittee. Additionally, staff for the subcommittee was found to be less than 
half of the interim committees. 
Frequency of Interim Committee Activity 
The results of the interim sessions studied found that the Montana Legislature averaged over 26 
interim committees for the three consecutive interim sessions. It should be noted that both committees and 
their subcommittees are included in the collection of the interim session data. Table 6.3 below shows the 
total number of committees established during the interim and total frequency of the interim meetings. 
 
Table 6.3:  Montana Legislature’s  Frequency of Interim Committee 
 Meetings (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 Interim Years Total 
Committees 
Frequency of 
Meetings 
   
2007-2008 (Total) 37 240 
2005-2006 (Total) 21 145 
2003-2004 (Total) 21 102 
Average Total 26.3 162.3 
   
2007-2008 (Ratio) 37 6.9 
2005-2006 (Ratio) 21 8.1 
2003-2004 (Ratio) 21 5.4 
Average Total 26.3 6.8 
 
 
 To gather a greater understanding of the comparison between the committees, and their respective 
subcommittees, Table 6.4 has been provided below to disseminate that information.  The data revealed that 
on average 42 percent of the total interim committees held were subcommittee. Therefore, subcommittees 
are a significant contributing factor the overall activity and workload in Montana.  
There was also a noticeable increase in the total number of interim committees for the 2007-2008 
interim sessions During that interim session the number of total interim committees increased from 21 
committees to 37, which was a 76 percent increase in total committees from the prior two interims. 
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However, the number of interim committees was mostly consistent during all three interim sessions 
evaluated. Therefore, the increase in total committees can be attributed to an influx in interim 
subcommittees during the 2007-2008 interim session. The data supports this finding since the 
subcommittees during the 2007-2008 were three times that of the previous session subcommittee total. 
 
Table 6.4:  Montana Legislature’s Frequency of Committee and Subcommittee 
Meetings (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 
Interim Years Total Committees Frequency of 
Meetings 
Total Numbers     
2007-2008 (Committees) 16 162 
2005-2006 (Committees) 15 107 
2003-2004 (Committees) 14 96 
Average Total 15.0 121.7 
      
2007-2008 (Subcommittees) 21 78 
2005-2006 (Subcommittees) 6 38 
2003-2004 (Subcommittees) 7 23 
Average Total 11.3 46.3 
Ratio     
2007-2008 (Committees) 16 11.6 
2005-2006 (Committees) 15 8.9 
2003-2004 (Committees) 14 8.0 
Average Total 15.0 9.5 
   
2007-2008 (Subcommittees) 21 3.7 
2005-2006 (Subcommittees) 6 6.3 
2003-2004 (Subcommittees) 7 3.3 
Average Total 11.3 4.4 
*2003/04: 2 committee mtgs not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
*2005/06: 3 committee mtgs not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
*2007/08: 2 committee mtgs not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
 
 
Output of the Interim Session Workload 
Interim Correspondence 
Excluding the regular session, an interim newsletter is published monthly. This is done by the 
Legislative Services Division.  The newsletter is titled The Interim and contains ―articles related to interim 
  
50 
committee work, general Legislative Branch news, and other articles of legislative interest‖ (Montana 
Legislative Website). The monthly newsletter is available to elected offices, state agency directors, as well 
as the general public. The newsletter is available at no charge on the legislative branch website, or  
submission for a printed version totals $26 for 19 issues.
36
 
Interim Reports and Legislative Measures 
The interim rules adopted by the Legislative Council stipulate that interim committee work must 
be completed
37
 by September 15 prior to the regular legislative session (Rules, Procedures, and Guidelines 
for Interim Committees, March 2010). For those entities that are required to report to the Legislature, the 
statutes give specific instructions on what information is to be included in the report.
38
 The Executive 
Director of the Legislative Services Division is tasked with preparing a list of all the reports and presented 
the list to the legislature. Furthermore, as soon as possible following the general election, a list of the titles 
of the reports, along with their abstracts, are mailed to each holdover senator
39
, senator-elect, and 
representative-elect. Members who request copies of reports will be delivered the copies by mail or during 
the first week of the legislative session.  
Among the completed work, the interim committees are authorized to make legislative 
recommendations. Each interim committee shall prepare bills and resolutions that, in its opinion, ―the 
welfare of the state may require for presentation to the next regular session of the legislature‖ (MCA 5-5 § 
215(2), 2001).  
Table 6.5 below totals the number of legislative measures recommended that resulted from the 
output of the interim session workload. The 2007-2008 interim shows a significant increase in proposed 
legislation that could be a result of the large influx of total interim subcommittees held during that interim.   
 
                                                          
36
 Subscription details were located in the first issues of The Interim for the 2009-2010 interim session on 
June 2009, pg. 2  
37 ―Completed‖ interim work is defined as adopting the findings, conclusion and recommendations of 
interim studies assigned to the committee; have an approved draft of a final report, if prepared; approved all 
draft legislation of the committee for next session; assign a legislator as the legislation sponsor; and has 
submitted legislation to the legislative services division for drafting (Rules, Procedures, and Guidelines for 
Interim Committees, 2010, p. 8). 
38
 The report is submitted by September 1 of each year preceding the regular legislative session convening 
and include: a title; an abstract or description (not to exceed 100 words); a recommendation on the number 
of copies of the report should be provided to the legislature, with a reason for the copies and estimated cost.  
39
 A ―holdover senator‖ is a legislators who is in mid-term of office and  did not have an election that cycle. 
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Table 6.5:  Montana Legislature’s Legislative Measures Resulting from 
Interim Activity by Committees (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 Interim Years Total Committees 
Legislative Measures From 
Interim 
      
2007-2008 (Total) 37 302 
2005-2006 (Total) 21 184 
2003-2004 (Total) 21 267 
Average Total 26.3 251.0 
      
2007-2008 (Ratio) 37 8.2 
2005-2006 (Ratio) 21 8.8 
2003-2004 (Ratio) 21 12.7 
Average Total 26.3 9.9 
 
 
The research shows that interim committees on average recommend nearly ten measures per 
committees. However, it should be noted that committees do not commonly propose legislative measures 
equally. Instead a minority of the committees were found to recommend the majority of the legislative 
measures for the interim sessions studied. Those interim committees are highlighted in Table 6.6.  
 
Table 6.6:  Montana Interim Committees with the Highest Number of Legislative Measures  
(2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 
Interim Session 
Number of 
Measures 
Interim Committees 
2007-2008 
53 
47 
41 
33 
31 
30 
State Administration and Veteran‘s Affairs Committee 
Environmental Quality Council 
Fire Suppression Committee 
Law and Justice Committee 
Children, Families, Health and Human Services  
Revenue and Transportation Committee 
2005-2006 
59 
46 
37 
State Administration and Veteran‘s Affairs Committee 
Law and Justice Committee 
Revenue and Transportation Committee 
2003-2004 
53 
44 
40 
37 
State Administration and Veteran‘s Affairs Committee 
Environmental Quality Council 
Children, Families, Health and Human Services  
Economic Affairs Committee 
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The results indicate a trend for the State Administration and Veterans‘ Affairs Committee and the 
Environmental Quality Council to consistently recommend a high quantity of legislative recommendations 
for each regular session evaluated. 
Productivity of the Interim Committees’ Output During the Regular Session 
 The following section addresses the interim committees‘ output of legislative recommendations as 
it proceeds through the next regular legislative session for consideration before the complete legislative 
body. 
Volume of Legislative Measures 
 The number of legislative measures introduced varies by each state legislature, and also by each 
regular session year. In Montana, there are no limitations on the number of legislative measures that can be 
introduced. However, there are deadlines imposed to restrict the introduction of such legislation after 
specific dates during the regular legislative session.  
 The interim committee bill drafts prepared composed over 10percent of the total bill draft 
measures averaged for the 2005, 2007 and 2009 sessions. When the data is narrowed to look specifically at 
the legislative measures that are ultimately introduced by the legislative body as bills or resolutions, that 
percentage of interim measures increases to 14.1 percent of the total. The results demonstrate that the 
output of interim session recommendations comprises a portion of all the legislative measures introduced. 
Table 6.7 below shows the percentage of interim legislative measures introduced compared to the total 
number of measures introduced for the three regular sessions evaluated. 
 
Table 6.7:  percentage of Interim Legislative Measures Introduced Compared to the Total Measures 
Introduced (Montana Legislature 2005, 2007, 2009 Session) 
 
Session Year Total Measures 
Introduced 
Total Interim 
Measures 
Interim Percentage of  
    
Total Measures 
2009 1316 238 18.1 percent 
    
2007 1,526 137 9.0 percent 
    
2005 1441 218 15.1 percent 
Total Average Percent     14.1 percent 
Legislative Measures include resolutions, in addition to bills. 
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Passage Rate of Interim Session Legislative Measures 
 The bill draft requests have been reviewed, bill introduction by the legislative body observed, 
which now leads to an analysis of the passage rate of the measures.  While the passage rate of all non-
interim legislative measures averaged 39.4 percent for the three consecutive regular sessions, the passage 
rate of measures derived from the interim was found to be considerably higher at 71.1 percent. The results 
support the belief that interim legislative measures would have a higher passage rate than other legislation. 
This is because unlike other legislation commonly introduced by a legislative sponsor, interim session 
legislation has already been discussed, vetted and the language approved by a committee of legislative 
peers prior to making its way to the regular session for consideration by the complete legislative body.   
 
Figure 6.1: Passage Rate of Interim Legislative Measures Compared to Non-Interim 
Measures (Montana Legislature 2005, 2007, 2009 Session) 
 
 
Figure 6.1 demonstrates the variation in the passage rate for interim legislation compared to other 
non-interim legislation. Interesting, the passage rate of interim measures declined over the three 
consecutive regular sessions. Of further interest was the fact that non-interim session legislation showed an 
increase in passage even while the interim session legislation continued to decline. While there are many 
factors that can play a role in the passage rate of legislative measures, the research provided can point to 
variation found during the 2009 session year. This was the period when the interim measures were found to 
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have the lowest passage rate of the three consecutive sessions evaluated. During the 2009 regular session 
the output of legislative measures that resulted from the interim session workload was 5percent greater than 
the overall average of interim measures. Additionally, during the preceding interim session in 2007-2008 
the number of subcommittees was at least three times higher than the previous interim sessions evaluated. 
Based on this information, the frequency of interim subcommittees and greater output of legislative 
measures does not appear to have increased the overall interim session passage rate. However, it should be 
pointed out that even with the decline in the passage rate of interim measures, this total passage rate of 
interim measures still exceeded that of non-interim measures.   
Interim Legislation Passage Rate Based on All Legislation Passed 
The data provided has already established that that legislative measures brought forth from interim 
committees have a higher passage rate than non-interim legislation.  Furthermore, on average the interim 
measures total 22.7 percent of the total legislation passed in 2005, 2007 and 2009. This total drops slightly 
when evaluating just the bills, which excludes other measures such as resolutions. Table 6.8 below 
highlights the passage rate of the legislative measures versus interim bills. The results show that interim 
measures account for nearly one-fourth of the total measures adopted into law. Therefore, this indicates that 
on average nearly one-fourth of all the legislative measures that are passed by the Montana Legislature 
initiated from the activity of the interim sessions. The results demonstrate the role the interim process 
contributes to the created laws. 
 
Table 6.8:  percentage of Interim Measures/Interim Bills Passed Of Total Measures/Bills Passed 
(Montana Legislature 2005, 2007, 2009 Session) 
 
Session Year 
Interim 
Measures 
Passed 
Percentage of 
Interim Measures 
Passed 
Interim Bills 
Passed 
Percentage of  
Interim Bills 
Passed 
     2009 150 26.4 percent 139 28.4 percent 
     
2007 101 17.2 percent 100 19.2 percent 
     
2005 167 24.4 percent 159 26.2 percent 
Total Average 
Percent 
  22.7 percent   21.6 percent 
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Type of Passage for Interim Session Legislation 
Additional data was gathered to study the type of passage motion for interim session measures. 
Since interim session legislation had the added advantage of discussing policy measures during the interim 
as well as the regular session, it was hypothesized that a higher percentage of measures passed would be 
―do passed‖ by the legislative body rather that ―amended and do pass‖. However, the data disproved this 
hypothesis. The results indicate that instead the interim measures passed were amended 57.9 percent of the 
time.  
Summary of Key Findings 
The results of the research have demonstrated that output of interim legislative recommendations 
from the interim session totals on average 14.1percent of all the measures introduced the next regular 
session.  An even greater finding was the total average passage rate of interim measures was 71.1 percent.  
Due to the high passage rate of interim legislative measures, the interim legislation comprised on average 
22.7 percent of all the measures passed by the legislative body. The ratio of interim measures passed 
compare to total measures is the highest of all the state researched in the study. Therefore, the results 
demonstrate that the interim session legislative plays a pivotal role the total number of legislative measures 
passed. 
Nevada Legislature 
The Nevada State Legislature is composed of 21 Senators and 42 Assemblymembers that meet 
biennially for 120 days every odd numbered year.
40
  Nevada‘s legislative chambers are held in a separate 
location from the Capitol, one of only three states to do so. Similar to Montana, the state has experienced 
annual sessions, once. In 1958 the voter approved a constitutional amendment to provide for annual 
sessions. The first and only annual session was held in 1960 before voters approved a measure to return to 
biennial sessions (Nevada State Library and Archives).  
There have been various discussions related to the authority of the interim session, and its 
workload, during the 2009-2010 interim. To briefly summarize, S.B. 371 was passed by the legislator in the 
                                                          
40
 Originally the regular session was limited to 60 days. This limitation was removed in 1958. The State 
Library and Archives mentions that from 1909 to 1957, if sessions exceeded 60 days, then the clock was 
covered until the  legislative business was completed (Nevada State Library and Archives: The Nevada 
Legislature). The implementation of the present 120 day session was proposed and based by the 1995 and 
1997 Legislature, then approved and ratified by the voters during the 1998 General Election. 
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2009 session to limit the duration of interim statutory committees, limit the study committee meetings, and 
more clearly define the roles for legislative staff.  Director of the Legislative Counsel Bureau Lorne 
Malkiewich stated during testimony on the legislation that‖[i]n the future, the Legislature needs to make 
better use of the interim, the staff‘s resources and time. The best way to accomplish this is to plan for the 
bills, resolutions and studies.‖
41
  The approved legislative language has been codified under NRS 218D § 
160 (2009).   
Most notably during the interim session, Governor Gibbons questioned the authority of the Interim 
Finance Committee. The Interim Finance Committee was established in 1963 to administer contingency 
funding for state agencies between sessions (Nevada State Library and Archives), and has the authority to 
approve
42
 applications from State agencies, with the exception related to salaries.   The Committee is 
composed of the Assembly Standing Committee on Ways and Means and the Senate Standing Committee 
on Finance.  
This battle ensued over the conflicting thoughts of control of the state‘s $2.2 billion appropriation 
in federal stimulus funding between the Executive and Legislative Branch. The process by which the 21-
member Interim Finance Committee was granted decision making authority during the interim was brought 
to the forefront. ―Over the years it has been economic and practical to have these [Interim Finance 
Committee meetings] in lieu of having an annual session,‖ said Senate Minority Leader William Raggio 
with regards to the authority of the Committee (Spillman, August 17, 2009, Las Vegas Review Journal). At 
one point a Senator urged a suit against the Governor so the authority of the committee could ultimately 
decided by the State Supreme Court. ―This is the only place to go with this, and this is the Supreme Court 
of Nevada,‖ stated Senator Coffin (Vogel, September 18 2009, Las Vegas Review Journal). 
Additionally, an interim committee during the 2009-2010 interim evaluated potential 
modifications
43
 to the structure of the interim committees as they relate to the interim session, as well as the 
                                                          
41
 Testimony during the presentation on Senate Bill 371 of the 2009 Legislative Session. (April 23, 2009). 
Page 3 
42
 The approval of items before the committee must receive a majority of the vote from the Assembly and 
the Senate.   
43
 Don Williams, who is the Research Director with the Legislative Counsel Bureau, presented a possible 
alternative interim committee model that would modify the structure. This model would include a 
minimum of nine committees in each House during the regular session. During the interim the committees 
would be structured based on those committees.  The interim would also be joint. (June 14, 2010, 
Committee to  Consult with the Director). 
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transgression to the regular session.  Discussions regarding a possible change to joint standing committees 
in the interim are being vetted in the Legislative Committee to Consult with the Director. NRS 218E § 225 
establishes a standing committee to consult with the Director of the Legislative Counsel Bureau regarding 
general management, organization and functionality, and preparation for the upcoming session. It is during 
this committee that recommendations related to employees and the management of the workload is 
discussed and considered.  The provisions set forth specific deadlines for the committee to meet in 
preparation for the next regular session. Those dates are on or before: July 1, September 1, and January 1. 
Modifications to the committees‘ structure may require either changing or eliminating the statues 
(Committee to Consult with the Director Meeting Minutes, June 14, 2010, pg. 3). An argument presented 
for changing the structure is that presently a number of legislators on the interim committees are not 
knowledgeable about the topic. Furthermore, the proposed interim legislation is heard by members who did 
not serve on the committee, and are therefore not familiar with the discussion that took place. This is 
because the interim committees do not necessarily align with the regular session committees. Additionally 
mentioned was that there may be committees created in the past that they do not reflect the current 
workload or policies issues of the present. 
The interim session is even being addressed with respect to the 2010 General Election. When a 
legislator moved out of his district prior to his election to another office, an article questioned the 
representation of a legislature on interim committees since he no longer resided in the district he represents, 
(Gook, September 19, 2010, Las Vegas Review Journal). The acknowledgement of the interim activity 
workload in the article shows that it is a component of the overall role of a legislative representative. 
Structure and Function of the Interim Session 
Appointment of Members 
The membership of the various interim committees is usually appointed by the Legislative 
Commission.
44
. The members of the Legislative Commissions are composed of six senators and six 
assemblymembers. The method for determining the majority and minority party, method for filing the 
vacancies, method of selecting the Chair, plus the chair‘s term, is determined by the Joint Rules of the 
                                                          
44
 The Legislative Commission‘s membership is outlined in NRS 218E §.150 (2009). 
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Session. The meetings are specified by the chair of the Commission, or the majority of the Commission 
members. 
Both the subcommittees of the Legislative Commission, and the interim or special committees, 
members are appointed by the Legislative Commission. The members may consist of either the Legislative 
Commission, other legislators that do not serve on the commission, employees of the State or citizens of the 
State (NRS 218E § 200, 1993). The selection of chairs may vary based on statutory provisions. For 
example, the in the case of the Legislative Audit Subcommittee the chair of the Legislative Commission 
shall appoint the members among members of the Legislative Commission; however, the Interim Finance 
Committee shall designate the chair of the subcommittee. 
Staffing the Interim Sessions 
 The ongoing staff of the Legislature is within the Legislative Counsel Bureau, which encompasses 
fiscal, legal and research divisions. The Legislative Counsel Bureau was created in 1945 and reorganized in 
1963, to assist the legislative body as a result of the growing complexity of the legislative business (Nevada 
State Library and Archives). During the session there are a number of session specific hires to assist with 
the work load. However, during the interim there is a substantial reduction in the staff.
45
 As noted under 
NRS 218E.205(5) (2009), unless otherwise provided by statute, no staff of the Legislative Counsel Bureau 
shall serve as primary administrative or professional staff for a committee unless the committee chair is a 
legislator, as required by resolution or statue.
46
 The staff may not be initiated to study or investigate policy 
issues that have not be specifically authorized by concurrent resolution or the Legislative Commission 
218E.205(3) (2009). 
 Between regular session, the Director has the authority to approve ―technical, clerical and 
operational staff as the functions and operations of the Legislature may require‖ (NRS 218F § 120(2), 
1999); however, such appointments must first be approved by the Legislative Commission.  
The three interim sessions evaluated shows that the ratio of staff to interim committee was 3.8 
staff members. However, this number varies based on the workload of the committee.  
                                                          
45
 Testimony by Legislative Commission Chair Senator Randolph Townsend during the presentation on 
Senate Bill 371 of the 2009 Legislative Session. (April 23, 2009). Page 2  
46
 Pursuant to discussions with Legislative staff, such clarification for staff was implemented because in 
addition to legislative committees the staff was being asked to assist with supporting other committees that 
may have a legislator serving.  This provision limits the ability to utilize staff. 
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Table 6.9:  Nevada Legislature’s Usage of Committee Memberships and  
Staff During the Interim (2003/04; 2005/05; 2007/08) 
 
Interim Years Total 
Committees 
Total 
Members 
House 
Members 
Senate 
Members 
Other 
Members 
Staff  
              
2007-2008 (Total) 31 188 98 80 7 102 
2005-2006 (Total) 33 248 126 104 23 137 
2003-2004 (Total) 45 329 160 136 34 174 
Average Total 36.3 255.0 128.0 106.7 21.3 137.7 
              
2007-2008 (Ratio) 31 6.1 3.2 2.6 0.2 3.3 
2005-2006 (Ratio) 33 7.5 3.8 3.2 0.7 4.2 
2003-2004 (Ratio) 45 7.3 3.6 3.0 0.8 3.9 
Average Total 36.3 7.0 3.5 2.9 0.6 3.8 
Note: Legislators may serve on multiple committees. 
 
Interim Committees and Study Committees 
The establishment of interim committee varies between statute and concurrent resolution. Among 
various other duties, the Legislative Commission is responsible for coordinating and overseeing interim 
committees and study committees; granting the authority to establish interim committees to conduct studies 
or investigation on public policy; and review and approval of the budget and work program. Special 
commissions may also be created by the Legislative Commission, with the membership being determined 
by the Speaker of the Assembly and Majority Leader of the Senate. 
The Legislative Commission is given the authority to impose restrictions on the work load 
between sessions. As stated under NRS 218E § 205(1) (2009): 
―The Legislative Commission shall, between sessions of the Legislature, fix the work 
priority of all studies and investigations assigned to it by concurrent resolutions of the 
Legislature, or directed by an order of the Legislative Commission, within the limits of 
available time, money and staff. The Legislative Commission shall not make studies or 
investigations directed by resolutions of only one House of the Legislature or studies or 
investigations proposed but not approved during the preceding legislative session.‖ 
Various changes to the interim session and statutory committees were adopted with the passage of 
Senate Bill 371 form the 2009 Legislative Session. The language has been codified under NRS 218D § 160 
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(2009).  First, the Legislative Commissions is to approve the budget work program or any changes. Second, 
it limits the duration of time statutory committees can meet. Third, it limits duration of time interim study 
committees can meet. And forth, unless provided in statute or a resolution, the legislative staff will only 
serve as the staff when the chair of the committee is a legislator.  
The committees or subcommittees established to conduct a study that are assigned to the 
Legislative Commission by concurrent resolution, may not meet earlier that January 1 of the even-
numbered year and not later than June 30 of that year, unless otherwise ordered (NRS 218D § 160(7) 
(2009).  Furthermore statutory committees not under the section of the statute pertaining to the committee 
that the committee can meet between November 1 of each odd-numbered year and not later than August 31 
of the even-numbered year, which would conclude preceding the legislative session. This was newly 
implemented during the 2009 Legislative Session. 
Frequency of Interim Committee Activity 
 The average frequency of meetings is 5.2 meetings per committee. Due to the limitations imposed 
on the interim session duration of interim committees and study committees, it would be interesting to track 
the interim committee meetings during the 2009-2010 interim to determine if there greater variation.  
 
Table 6.10: Nevada Legislature’s Frequency of Interim Committee Meetings (2003/04; 2005/06; 
2007/08) 
 
Interim Years Total Committees Frequency of Meetings 
      
2007-2008 (Total) 31 131 
2005-2006 (Total) 33 173 
2003-2004 (Total) 45 192 
Average Total 36.3 165.3 
      
2007-2008 (Ratio) 31 5.1 
2005-2006 (Ratio) 33 4.4 
2003-2004 (Ratio) 45 6.0 
Average Total 36.3 5.2 
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Output of the Interim Session Workload 
Interim Correspondence 
 Individuals interested in notifications about interim committees may sign up with the Legislative 
Counsel Bureau to receive information. (Agenda is posted and minutes are available on the Nevada 
Legislative Website). However, there is no formal newsletter or correspondence, as in some other states 
evaluated, distributed over the course of the interim. 
Interim Reports and Legislative Measures 
 The final meeting of the interim committee usually consists with a work session to consider 
recommendation. These recommendations may include legislative measures for the upcoming session, as 
well as a letter to delegated individuals or agencies urging particular action, or a statement to be included in 
the final committee report.  
Unlike other states that were evaluated in this study, Nevada is the only state to have limitations 
on the number of measures.
47
 The Chair of the Legislative Commission may request not more than 15 
legislative measures prior to the legislative session. The Chair of the Interim Finance Committee may 
request not more than 10 legislative measures. Interim study committees may request not more than five 
legislative measures, although a study committee established by the Legislative Commission has the ability 
to authorize additional requests by a majority vote of the committee. Interim standing committees that meet 
in the interim are limited to 10 legislative measures.  All such measures must be submitted to the 
Legislative Counsel by September 1 preceding the regular session (NRS 218D § 160, 2009). 
 As seen in Table 6.11 below, on average the total number of legislation proposed over the 
duration of the interim is 66.7 measures. However, in addition to the legislative recommendations the 
interim committees frequently request letters or statements.  In 2003-2004 there were 73 letters, 71 letters 
in 2005-2006 and 67 letters in 2007-2008. 
  
                                                          
47
 Note, such limitations are not merely imposed on interim committees. Legislators, the executive branch 
and localities additionally have restrictions on the number of measures that may be proposed and deadlines 
on when those measures must be submitted to the Legislative Counsel that are outlined under NRS 218D. 
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Table 6.11:  Nevada Legislature’s Legislative Measures Resulting from 
Interim Activity By Committees (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 
Interim Years Total 
Committees 
Legislative Measures 
From Interim 
      
2007-2008 (Total) 31 56 
2005-2006 (Total) 33 74 
2003-2004 (Total) 45 70 
Average Total 36.3 66.7 
      
2007-2008 (Ratio) 31 1.8 
2005-2006 (Ratio) 33 2.2 
2003-2004 (Ratio) 45 1.6 
Average Total 36.3 1.9 
 
 
The study of three different interim sessions showed a trend for a couple committees to introduce 
more recommendations than others. Keeping in mind that there are limitations imposed on the amount of 
measures introduced, common committees that frequently introduced a high number of legislative measures 
included the Committee on Health Care (10 in 2005-2006; 10 in 2007-2008); Committee on Education (9 
in 2005-2006; 10 in 2007-2008); Committee on Public Lands (10 in 2003-2004; 9 in 2007-2008). 
 
Table 6.12: Nevada Legislature’s Interim Committees with the Highest Number of Legislative 
Measures (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
Interim Year 
Number of 
Measures 
Interim Committees 
2007-2008 
10 
10 
9 
Legislative Committee on Health Care 
Legislative Committee on Education 
Legislative Committee on Public Lands 
2005-2006 
10 
9 
Legislative Committee on Health Care 
Legislative Committee on Education 
2003-2004 
10 
10 
9 
Committee on Children, Youth and Families 
Legislative Committee on Public Lands 
Legislative Committee on Persons with Disabilities 
 
 
 The interim committee and study committee reports are available on the Legislative website dating 
back to 1999.  Pursuant to NRS 218D § 130 (2005), the Legislative Counsel is tasked with preparing a list 
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of bill draft requests each week beginning July 1 preceding the regular session, and each week thereafter 
until sine die of the legislative session. The list about the legislative request includes the requestor, brief 
summary and date. The Legislative Counsel Bureau assists in the preparation of legislation and 
amendments. 
Productivity of Interim Committees’ Output During the Regular Session 
 The following research addresses the interim committees‘ output of legislative recommendations 
as it proceeds through the next regular legislative session for consideration before the complete legislative 
body. 
Volume of Legislative Measures 
The interim committee bill drafts prepared composed 4.6 percent of the total bill draft measures 
averaged for the 2005, 2007 and 2009 sessions. When the data is narrowed to look specifically at the 
legislative measures that are ultimately introduced by the legislative body as bills or resolutions, that 
percentage of interim measures increases to 5.1 percent of the total. The results demonstrate that the output 
of interim session recommendations comprises a portion of all the legislative measures introduced. Table 
6.13 below shows the percentage of interim legislative measures introduced compared to the total number 
of measures introduced for the three regular session evaluated. 
 
Table 6.13:  percentage of Interim Legislative Measures Introduced Compared to Total 
Measures Introduced (Nevada Legislature 2005, 2007, 2009 Session 
Session Year 
Legislative 
Measures 
Introduced 
Total Interim 
Legislative Measures 
Interim Percentage of 
Total Measures 
    2009 1,128 56 5.0 percent 
    
2007 1,344 72 5.4 percent 
    
2005 1,229 62 5.0 percent 
Total Average 
Percentage 
    5.1 percent 
Legislative Measures include resolutions, in addition to bills. 
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Passage Rate of Interim Session Legislative Measures 
 The bill draft requests have been reviewed, bill introduction by the legislative body observed, 
which now leads to an analysis of the passage rate of the measures.  Figure 2 demonstrates the variation in 
the passage rate for interim legislation compared to other non-interim legislation. Interesting, the passage 
rate of interim measures declined to 41.7 percent in 2007 before surging to a 62.5 percent passage rate in 
2009. Nevada‘s 2007 regular legislative session was the only data of the five states evaluated that found a 
higher passage rate of non-interim legislation over interim legislation. While there is variation in the 
interim session legislation that is passed, the non-interim session legislation showed a steady increase in 
passage over the sessions evaluated.  
 It is difficult to determine all the factors that may have contributed to the drop in the interim 
legislative measure passage rate in 2007. The quantity of interim session legislation introduced was higher 
than the other years evaluated, but not at a significantly different rate. 
Even with the variation in the interim session passage rate, the interim measures on average had a 
higher passage rate than non-interim measures. The total average passage rate of the interim measures was 
53.3 percent for the three consecutive regular sessions. For the same period being evaluated, the non-
interim legislative measures averaged a passage rate of 50.1 percent. The results support the hypothesis that 
interim legislative measures have a higher passage rate on average than other non-interim related 
legislation. 
 
Figure 6.2: Passage Rate of Interim Legislative Measures Compared to  
Non-Interim Measures (Nevada Legislature 2005, 2007, 2009 Session) 
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Interim Legislation Passage Rate Based on All Legislation Passed 
 It has previously been found that on average 5.1 percent of the interim measures introduced 
comprise the total measures. The passage rate of the interim measures introduced was 53.6 percent. When 
evaluating the interim passage rate compared to all measures it was found that the interim measures total 
5.4 percent of all measures passed. Therefore, the findings show that the total number of interim measures 
passed each regular session on average comprises a portion of the overall bills passed, although this is not a 
large ratio of the total measures.  
 
Table 6.14:  Percentage of Interim Measures/Interim Bills Passed Of Total Measures/Bills 
Passed (Nevada Legislature 2005, 2007, 2009 Session) 
 Session Year 
Interim Total 
Measures 
Passed 
Percentage of 
Interim Measures 
Passed 
Interim 
Bills 
Passed 
Percentage of  
Interim Bills 
Passed 
     
2009 35 5.8 percent 31 6.2 percent 
     
2007 30 4.6 percent 24 4.4 percent 
     
2005 35 5.8percent 31 6.1percent 
Total Average 
percent 
  5.4percent   5.5percent 
 
 
By removing all interim legislative measures that are not bills, such as resolutions, the passage  
ratio increases slightly from 5.4 percent to 5.5 percent, however, there is no significant change. The ratio is 
presented in Table 6.14 above. 
Type of Passage for Interim Session Legislation 
Additional data was gathered to study the type of passage motion for interim session measures. 
Since interim session legislation had the added advantage of discussion during the interim as well as the 
regular session, it was hypothesized that a higher percentage of measures passed would be ―do passed‖ by 
the legislative body rather that ―amended and do passed‖. However, the data disproved this hypothesis. The 
results found that on average interim legislative measures that were passed by the legislative body during 
the regular session were amended 74.6 percent.  Since nearly three-fourths of the measures passed were 
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amended this indicates that the legislative body does not dependent on the decisions of the interim session 
workload.  
Summary of Key Findings   
The results indicate that unlike other states, Nevada has implemented limitations in three areas: the 
duration of meetings, number of legislative measures and staff involvement.  
 The data gathered has found that on average 66.7 interim measures were approved by the interim 
committees evaluated; however, the interim committees have additional opportunities to present policy 
recommendations. The committee can approve a letter to be sent by the committee or a statement to be 
included in the final report. In addition to legislative recommendations, on average 70 letters per interim 
were also adopted by the committee. These may be sent to various agencies, or the Executive Branch, 
urging them to support an opinion. 
Additionally, Nevada‘s 2007 regular session was the only point in the study that the passage rate 
of interim measures was found to be less than non-interim measures. The total passage rate of legislative 
measures derived from the interim was still higher on average for the three consecutive regular sessions 
evaluated than the non-interim legislative measures that were passed.  
North Dakota Legislature 
 The membership of the North Dakota Legislature includes ninety-four representatives and forty-
seven senators. The legislative session is limited to 80 natural days
48
 during a biennium pursuant to Article 
IV, Section 7 of the State‘s Constitution. The Constitution additionally requires an organizational and 
orientation meeting following an election. This meeting is set forth each even-numbered year of the first 
Monday in December, or a date selected by Legislative Management. The constitution stipulates that the 
organizational meeting does not constitute a portion of the eighty day limit on the biennial session.  This 
organizational session for legislators includes a presentation on the legislative interim committee reports,
49
 
                                                          
48
 A ―natural day‖ is defined as a period of 24 consecutive hours. Both House and Senate Rules 104 
stipulate that a legislative day begins at 7am. Neither House chamber has the authority to recess or adjourn 
for more than three days without the consent of the other House 
49
 On the second day of the Organizational Session the joint chambers review the findings and 
recommendations of the interim committees. This is review is completed by the Chair of the Legislative 
Management and Director of the Legislative Council (per information from Dale with North Dakota 
Legislative Council on November 12, 2010).  
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as well as information related to information technology, legislative rules and procedures, a presentation on 
the budget and revenue proposals recommended by the Governor.   
Structure and Function of the Interim Session 
Rules and regulations pertaining to the interim can be found in the North Dakota Century Code, 
North Dakota Joint Rules and Supplementary Rules of Operations and Procedures for the Legislative 
Management. The Legislative Management Committee is composed of leadership that will be explained in 
greater detail further in study. The North Dakota Century Code (NDCC) establishes a code of fair 
procedure for interim legislative investigating committees, which includes the committees‘ purpose of 
creation, operation, power and duties (NDCC Chapter 54 § 35
50
).   
Appointment of Members 
The power during the interim is delegated to the Legislative Management,
51
 which consists of 
leadership and other selected representatives. The compilation of the Legislative Management, consisting 
of the majority leader of the House, minority leader of the House, majority leader in the Senate and 
minority leader in the Senate, plus six senators and seven representatives. The eleven total members are 
chosen prior to the end of the regular session, by leadership. Specifically, in the North Dakota Legislature‘s 
House the Speaker appoints four members recommended by the House Majority Leader and three members 
recommended from the House Minority Leader. It should be noted that the Speaker is to be one of the four 
members appointed.  The Lieutenant Governor appoints four members recommended by the Senate 
Majority Leader and two members recommended by the Senate Minority Leader. The members selected 
serve until a new legislative session is selected at the next regular session (NDCC Chapter 54 § 35-01). 
The Legislative Management controls the interim committee appointments, including non-
legislative members. In some cases, statutory committees define the number of legislative members that 
can serve on each committee, while other committee appointments are left up to the discretion of the 
Legislative Management. In addition, the Legislative Management chair has more power than the other 
                                                          
50
 Note, that the NDCC does not specify the year the code was codified under the language. The codes were 
all taken from the 2009 NDCC that includes all statutory changes made by the 61
st
 Legislative Assembly. 
51
 Due to confusion over the Legislative Council Committee‘s name, in comparison to the Legislative 
Council that was established to assist staff, the Legislative Council was renamed Legislative Management 
in 2009. The changed was approved by the 60
th
 Legislature in HR 1436.  Documents prior to that time 
reflect the outdated name. 
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members, since the chair may fill interim committee vacancies and appoint legislators to other committees 
during the interim (Supplemental Rules of Operations and Procedures § 4(e), June 2009).   
While the North Dakota Century Code outlines the membership of the Legislative Management 
and the authority of the committee to appoint members to the interim committees in NDCC Chapter 54 § 
35, little is outlined about that selection process. In some states that are statutory the appointment of 
membership may be clarified, however, it is not for all committees. 
Staffing the Interim Session 
 The Legislative Council staff attends the committee meetings and serves as the secretary. 
Additionally personnel may be hired to provide assistance, if necessary, based on the objectives of the 
Legislative Management (Supplementary Rules of Operation and Procedure of the North Dakota 
Legislative Management, June 2009). Based on analysis of interim committees, the average number of staff 
members per committee was found to be 1.2 staff members. Table 6.15 demonstrates the members 
appointed to the interim committees. Furthermore, for all three interim periods evaluated the total number 
of North Dakota House members appointed exceeded that of the North Dakota Senate members. 
 
Table 6.15:  North Dakota Legislature’s Usage of Committee Memberships and Staff 
During the Interim (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 
Interim Years Total 
Committees 
Total 
Members 
House 
Members 
Senate 
Members 
Other 
Members 
Staff  
              
2007-2008 
(Total) 
27 420 253 144 21 27 
2005-2006 
(Total) 
25 412 260 142 20 32 
2003-2004 
(Total) 
26 393 239 140 14 33 
Average Total 26.0 408.3 250.7 142.0 18.3 30.7 
              
2007-2008 
(Ratio) 
27 15.6 9.4 5.3 0.8 1 
2005-2006 
(Ratio) 
25 16.5 10.4 5.1 0.8 1.3 
2003-2004 
(Ratio) 
26 16.4 10 5.8 0.6 1.4 
Average Total 26.0 16.2 9.9 5.4 0.7 1.2 
 
 
Interim Committees and Study Committees 
Any interim committee of the Legislative Management, along with standing, select, joint and 
subcommittees, are defined as ―investigating committee‖.  These investigating committees may exercise 
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such power during sessions as well as in the interim, when so provided by ―law or by the motion, 
resolution, or statute by which the committee was established or from which it derives its investigatory 
powers,‖ (NDCC Chapter 54  § 03.2-03). 
While some of the interim committees are established from the Legislative Management, others 
are statutory
52
 in nature. The legislature approves bills and resolutions each session that authorizes interim 
policy studies. During the 2003 session, 73 measures were approved during the regular session for interim 
study, as well as 88 measures during the 2005 regular session and 85 measures during the 2007 regular 
session. The North Dakota Legislative Council prepares an interim study directive each interim session that 
summarizes the various policy studies. The directive identifies the studies authorized by bill or resolution 
for the interim session and identifies the interim committee by which the jurisdiction would be assigned. 
The Legislative Management is then tasked with prioritizing the numerous studies over the duration of the 
interim and assigning the studies to specific interim committees.  It should be noted that not all of the 
interim study bills and resolutions are prioritized for consideration over the interim. Table 6.16 below 
shows the number of study directives evaluated during the interim.  
 
Table 6.16:  North Dakota Legislature’s Study Directives for the Interim  
Session (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 
Interim Session Years Study Directives of the Legislative Management 
2007-2008 
64 Bills/Resolutions study measures prioritized;  
21 Bills/Resolution study measures not prioritized; 
5 additional policy recommendations to interim committees 
provided by the Legislative Council or Council Chair. 
2005—2006 
45 Bills/Resolution Prioritized 
43 Bills/Resolution Study Measures Not Prioritized 
8 additional policy recommendations to interim committees 
provided by the Legislative Council or Council Chair.
 53
 
2003-2004 
41 Bills/Resolutions that are Prioritized 
32 Bills/Resolution study measures not prioritized. 
10 additional policy recommendations to interim committees 
provided by the Legislative Council or Council Chair. 
                                                          
52
 Statutory committees include the following: Administrative Rules Committee; Commission on 
Alternatives to Incarceration; Employee Benefits Programs Committee; Energy Development and 
Transmission Committee; Information Technology Committee; Legislative Audit and Fiscal Review 
Committee; Legislative Ethics Committee; Tribal State Relations Committee; and  Water-Relates Topics 
Overview Committee (North Dakota Legislative Website, Interim Study Procedures). 
53
 The study directives not prioritized may in many cases be subject matter that is the same or similar to 
other matters given priority to be studied and assigned to a committee by the Legislative Council. (North 
Dakota Legislature, Study of Directives Considered and Assignments Made by the Legislative Council for 
the 2003-04 Interim, and 2005-06 and 2007-08.) 
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In addition to identifying assignments to various committees, the Legislative Management or the 
Legislative Management chairman may also identify additional policy assignments for the interim 
committees to consider.  In fact, during the 2003-2004 interim 10 policy recommendations were added; 8 
additional policy recommendations in 2005-2006 and 5 additional policy recommendations in 2007-2008. 
Similar to the appointing authority, a substantial amount of authority is granted to the Legislative 
Management chair when addressing certain functions of interim committees. The Supplement Rules and 
Operations stipulates that an interim committee‘s work may not substantially expand beyond the study 
resolutions and directives put forth without prior approval from the chair of the Legislative Management 
Committee (Supplement Rules § 3(b), June 2009). Furthermore, the chair has the authority to make 
additional committees, as deemed necessary, which includes additional study assignments or 
responsibilities to interim committees.  
Frequency of Interim Committee Activity 
There are no imposed restrictions on the frequency of meetings. The results of the interim sessions 
studied found that the average ratio of total meetings was around 6 meetings per committee. While the 
interim committees on average total 26 committees, it should be pointed out that there are no 
subcommittees listed.
54
 
 
Table 6.17:  North Dakota Legislature’s Frequency of Interim Committee 
Meetings (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 
Interim Years Total 
Committees 
Frequency of Meetings 
      
2007-2008 (Total) 27 178 
2005-2006 (Total) 25 155 
2003-2004 (Total) 26 153 
Average Total 26.0 162.0 
      
2007-2008 (Ratio) 27 6.6 
2005-2006 (Ratio) 25 6.2 
2003-2004 (Ratio) 26 5.9 
Average Total 26.0 6.2 
 
                                                          
54
 Pursuant to discussion with North Dakota legal staff, subcommittees are not normally held. 
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While the total number of meetings averaged around 6 meetings per committee, this data provides 
an estimate as to the general number of meeting. However, the total number of meeting per committee is 
not that equitable.  Instead there was found to be variation in the frequency of committee meetings 
depending on the committee. For example, during the 2003-2004 interim the Information Technology 
Committee had the most interim meetings. Higher Education and the Budget Committee on Government 
Services held the most interim meeting during the 2005-2006 interim; and Higher Education and the 
Correctional Facility Review Committee had the most interim meetings during the 2007-2008 interim. 
Output of the Interim Session Workload 
Interim Correspondence 
There is no interim newsletter that is provided related to interim activity. However, a subscription 
service is available through the Legislature that provides notifications of Legislative Management interim 
committee meetings. Included in the notifications are notices, minutes and the legislative calendar. The 
reports for the interim committees are easily accessible online. In addition to the reports, the memorandums 
and documents provided at the interim committee are also available for review. 
Interim Reports and Legislative Measures 
The Supplementary Rules of Operations and Procedures of the North Dakota Legislative 
Management stipulate that committees are to submit progress reports to the Legislative Management as 
deemed desirable, or necessary (Section 5, June 2009). The final committee reports and legislative 
recommendations are due by the deadline determined by the Legislative Management chairman. Any bill 
drafts or resolutions must be submitted with the report.
55
 This deadline is commonly the November prior to 
the regular session.  
The duties of Legislative Management include the preparation of proposed bills and resolutions 
for consideration.
56
 Once the report is received, the Legislative Management has the authority to accept, 
reject or amend the report that is provided to the committee. Those recommendations accepted proceed 
forward to the upcoming regular legislative session.  
                                                          
55
 Supplementary Rules of Operations § 5(d), June 2009. 
56 Any communications about interim committee policy ―must first be referred to the Legislative 
Management chairman for approval prior to introduction during a legislative session, publication, or 
distribution‖ (Section 3(d), June 2009). 
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When the approved interim measures are introduced during the next session the sponsor provided 
for the legislation is the Legislative Management. The committee‘s chair is informed of the bill‘s 
introduction and normally the chair of the interim committee from which the policy recommendation 
originated presents the concept to the standing committee it is assigned for a hearing, or the Legislative 
Council staff is tasked with this responsibility.
57
 
Table 6.18 lists the output of legislative measure derived from the workload of the interim 
committee activity. The 2007-2008 interim shows an increase in proposed legislative measures from the 
previous interim. During this interim there was additionally a small increase in interim committees (12.5 
percent increase); and an increase in the frequency of the meetings (14.8 percent increase). These increases 
may have been a contributing factor to the overall increase in legislation for the session. 
 
 Table 6.18:  North Dakota  Legislature’s Legislative Measures Resulting from Interim 
Activity By Committees (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 
Interim Years Total Committees Legislative Measures 
From Interim 
      
2007-2008 (Total) 27 87 
2005-2006 (Total) 25 34 
2003-2004 (Total) 26 47 
Average Total 26.0 56.0 
      
2007-2008 (Ratio) 27 3.2 
2005-2006 (Ratio) 25 1.4 
2003-2004 (Ratio) 26 1.8 
Average Total 26.0 2.1 
 
  
While the output of legislative measures resulting from the interim committee workload 
averaged 2.1 measures per committee, it should not be assumed that all the committees 
recommend the same quantity of legislative measures.  For the most part the interim 
                                                          
57
 It should be noted that Legislative Council staff is nonpartisan and does not advocate for or against the 
legislative measures. Pursuant to discussion with North Dakota legal counsel staff.  Jay Buringgurn 
(personal communication, September 22, 2010). 
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recommendations were dispersed somewhat evenly among the committees. However, there were 
a couple of outliners that had an increased number of recommendations, especially in the 2007-
2008 interim. Those committees are listed in the Table 6.19 below. 
 
Table  6.19: North Dakota Legislature’s Interim Committees with the Highest Number of 
Legislative Measures (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 
Interim Session Number of 
Measures 
Interim Committees 
2007-2008 
16 
11 
9 
Public Safety Committee 
Worker‘s Compensation Review Committee 
Energy Development and Transmission 
 
2005-2006 4 Industry, Business and Labor Committee 
2003-2004 
7 
6 
4 
Criminal Justice Committee 
Taxation Committee 
Higher Education 
 
Productivity of the Interim Committees’ Output During the Regular Session 
The following section addresses the interim committees‘ output of legislative 
recommendations as it proceeds through the next regular legislative session for consideration 
before the complete legislative body 
Volume of Legislative Measures 
There is no limit on how many bills can be introduced; however, there are deadlines 
imposed to restrict the introduction of a bill after specific dates during the regular legislative 
session, with a few exceptions.
58
 The legislative measures derived from the output of the interim 
session workload comprised 5.2 percent on average of all the legislation introduced. The most 
noticeable increase was found from the 2007 to 2009 regular session, when the percentage of 
                                                          
58
 During the regular session, Senate Rule 508 stipulates that a resolution directing an interim study by the 
Legislative Council is exempt from certain imposed deadlines, similar to appropriation bills, and resolution 
proposing a constitution amendment. All other legislation requires an extension of time (North Dakota 
Senate Rules, Chapter 5, pg 27). 
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interim legislative measures increased from 3.2 percent of the total legislative measures to 7.7 
percent of the total. Table 6.20 shows the percentage increase in legislative measures introduced 
from 2007 to 2009. 
 
Table 6.20:  Percentage of Interim Legislative Measures Introduced Compared to Total 
Measures Introduced (North Dakota Legislature 2005, 2007, 2009 Session) 
Session Year Total  Measures 
Introduced 
Total Interim 
Measures 
Interim Percentage of 
Total Measures 
    
2009 1128 87 7.7 percent 
    
2007 1,048 34 3.2 percent 
    
2005 1046 47 4.5 percent 
Total Average percent     5.2 percent 
"Legislative Measures" include resolutions, in addition to bills. 
 
 
Passage Rate of Interim Session Legislative Measures 
 While the number of non-interim measures increased for the three biennial session years 
evaluated, this was not the same trend found for interim measures. Instead the number of interim 
measures introduced was 47 in the 2005 session, which then declined to 34 in the 2007 session, 
but more than doubled to 87 measures in the 2009 session. While the passage rate of all non-
interim legislative measures averaged 62.6 percent for the three consecutive regular sessions, the 
interim session passage rate was found to be higher at 72.4 percent. The results support the 
hypothesis that interim legislative measures have a higher passage rate than other non-interim 
related legislation. 
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Figure 6.3: Passage Rate of Interim Legislative Measures Compared to Non-Interim 
Measures (North Dakota Legislature 2005, 2007, 2009 Session) 
 
 
 
Figure 6.3 demonstrates a variation of the passage rate between interim measures that are 
introduced and non-interim measures.  Interesting, the passage rate for interim measures has a much higher 
passage rate in 2009 at 80.5 percent, compared to the two previous legislative sessions at 66 percent and 
70.6 percent. It was during the preceding interim session that the number of  interim committees increase, 
frequency of meetings increased and measures introduced increased, which may have a contributed to the 
nearly 10 percent increase in the interim measure passage rate from the previous regular session. 
Interim Legislation Passage Rate Based on All Legislation Passed 
 It has previously been found that on average 5.2 percent of the interim measures introduced 
comprise the total measures. The passage rate of the interim measures introduced was 72.4 percent. Due to 
the high average rate of passage for interim measures, it was found that the interim measures total 6.1 
percent of the total legislation passed in 2005, 2007 and 2009. Note that the percentage of interim measures 
passed in considerably higher in 2009 as compared to 2007 and 2005. 
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Table 6.21:   Percentage of Interim Measures/Interim Bills Passed Of Total Measures/Bills 
Passed (North Dakota Legislature 2005, 2007, 2009 Session) 
 Session Year 
Interim 
Measures 
Passed 
Percentage of 
Interim Measures 
Passed 
Interim 
Bills 
Passed 
Percentage of 
Interim Bills 
Passed 
     
2009 70 10.1 percent 64 10.2 percent 
     
2007 24 3.7 percent 22 3.9 percent 
     
2005 31 4.5 percent 29 4.7 percent 
Total Average 
percent 
  6.1 percent   6.3 percent 
 
 
Type of Passage for Interim Session Legislation 
Additional data was gathered to study the type of passage motion for interim session measures. 
Since interim session legislation had the added advantage of discussing the policy issues during the interim 
as well as the regular session, it was hypothesized that a higher percentage of measures passed would be 
―do passed‖ by the legislative body rather that ―amended and do pass‖. However, the data disproved this 
hypothesis. The results indicate that  the interim measures passed were amended 59.3 percent of the time. 
Summary of Key Findings  
Researching the function of the interim session supports belief that the legislative process is 
cyclical. Various bills and resolutions were found to be passed during the regular sessions that are then 
studied in the interim. Specifically, during the 2003 session 73 measures were approved during the regular 
session for interim study; 88 measures in 2005 and 85 measures in 2007. However, this does not preclude 
the Legislative Management from requesting other policy issues to be studied as well during the interim. 
Much of the interim power is distributed to the Legislative Management, and even more specifically the 
chair. 
While there are no limitations imposed on the introduction of legislative measures, the output of 
interim measures introduced that are a result of the interim session workload compose a fraction of the total 
number of measures introduced. One factor that may be attributed to the small rate of interim bills 
introduced may be the interim process, since the Legislative Management appears to have strong authority 
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on various aspects of the interim process from communicating about policy recommendations to getting 
them adopted through the Legislative Management.  
While the quantity of interim measures introduced is not large, the passage rate of those measures 
is 72.4 percent, which was found to be the highest of all the states researched.  Session-over-session the 
passage rate of interim measures was found to increase, so much so that by the last regular session 
evaluated in 2009 the passage rate for interim measures was over 80percent. Many factors may contribute 
to the overall passage rate. Based on the available data, the research indicates that the introduction of a 
small number of measures may have a greater passage rate. 
Oregon Legislature 
The Oregon Constitution requires the Legislature to meet every two year with no limitations on 
the session length. The legislative body is comprised of 90 total members, 30 senators and 60 
representatives. Previous efforts to change the session length from biennial to annual have not been 
successful,
59
 until the 2010 General Election. Oregon voters approved a legislatively referred constitutional 
amendment that changed the frequency of the legislative body to meeting annually.
60
  In 2010 the Arkansas 
Legislature held their first annual session. Prior to that, the last state to convert to annual sessions was 
Kentucky in 2001. Oregon is now the next state to join the trend towards annual legislative sessions.61  
Should there be a need to extend the Oregon annual session past the limitation of days, the ballot 
measure allows the session to be extended for five calendar days if it receives the approval by vote of two-
thirds of the members of each House. Furthermore, the Legislative Assembly may hold an organization 
session that is not subject to the limits. North Dakota is another state that currently holds organizational 
sessions.  
                                                          
59 Dating back to 1968 a legislative advisory committee addressed the concept of an annual session and 
found annual sessions to be necessary in the final report (Cole, February 2010). However, the Oregon 
voters did not approve of such a change.  Preceding the current constitutional amendment before the voters, 
there were additional measures that failed to pass in 1970, 1974 and 1990. 
60
 Measure 71 was approved by Oregon voters by 67.3percent to 32.75percent. The amendment was 
approved by the Legislature as S.J.R. 41 and limits the sessions to 160 days in odd-numbered years and 35 
days in even-numbered years. 
61
 Most recently the Arkansas Legislature held their first annual session in 2010. Prior to that the last state 
to convert to annual sessions was Kentucky in 2001. There are currently four states that hold annual 
sessions, a large shift from seventy years ago when only four states held annual sessions in 1940 (National 
Conference of State Legislatures). 
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As a means to experiment with the concept of annual sessions, the Oregon Legislature has called 
special sessions during the 2008 and 2010 interims to establish ―mini-sessions‖. These test runs for annual 
sessions lasted 25-days in 2010 and 18-days in 2008. Another recent change implemented during the 
interim has been ―interim committee days‖. These 3-day periods of interim activity were implemented to 
assist to lower costs and create better efficiency. ―In previous years interim committees met in a[n] 
inconsistent fashion that was costly in terms of travel and use of resources,‖ said Geoff Sugerman, 
Communications Director for Speaker Hunt. ―By bringing all the committees together over three days we 
find less cost, better efficiency and better communication between House and Senate committees.‖ (Rose, 
2010, The Oregon Politico).  
Structure and Function of the Interim Committee 
The function, duration and powers of the interim committees are also defined by statute.
62
 Within 
those provisions the Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) defines an interim committee as functioning ―during 
the period beginning at the adjournment sine die of that session of the Legislative Assembly during which it 
was created, and ending at the convening of the next regular biennial legislative session‖ (ORS 171§ 615, 
1961).  
Appointment of Members 
Similar to other states evaluated, the appointing authority is granted to Oregon Legislature‘s 
President of the Senate or the Speaker of the House of Representatives upon the adjournment of the regular 
session (ORS § 171.640(2), 2003; Senate Rule 8.05(3); House Rule 8.05(1)).  The composition of the 
majority and minority parties are taken into consideration when the interim appointments are made.  
The leadership also appoints the interim chairmanship. In many cases the chair and members are 
similar to the session standing committee.
63
 The members of the advisory or subcommittees are to be 
appointed by the chairperson of the interim committee, although this is subject to the approval of the 
majority of the interim committee membership. In addition the interim members may appoint public 
members to the committee. However, the Speaker of the House and President of the Senate must be 
consulted before the appointment is made. Table 6.22 demonstrates the members appointed to the interim 
                                                          
62
 ORS Chapter 171 § 605-635.   
63
 Pursuant to discussion with the Oregon House Speaker‘s Staff Communications Director in October 
2010.  
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committees. For all three interim periods evaluated the total number of Oregon House members appointed 
exceeded that of the Oregon Senate members.  
 
Table 6.22:  Oregon Legislature’s Usage of Committee Memberships and  
Staff During the Interim (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 Interim 
Years 
Total 
Committ
ees 
Total 
Members 
House 
Members 
Senate 
Members 
Other 
Members 
Staff  
              
2007-2008 
(Total) 
42 298 173 125 0 68 
2005-2006 
(Total) 
40 216 107 109 0 62 
2003-2004 
(Total) 
27 248 137 112 0 44 
Aver ge 
Total 
36.3 254.0 139.0 115.3 0.0 58.0 
              
2007-2008 
(Ratio) 
42 7.1 4.1 3.0 0 1.6 
2005-2006 
(Ratio) 
40 6 3 3.0 0 1.8 
2003-2004 
(Ratio) 
27 5.1 4.1 4.1 0 2 
Average 
Total 
36.3 6.1 3.7 3.4 0.0 1.8 
*2003/04: Staff for 2 committees was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
*2005/06: Staff for 5 committees was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
*2005/06: Membership for 3 committees was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
*2007/08: Staff for 9 committees was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
 
Staffing the Interim Sessions 
 The Oregon Legislature strives to utilize the existing legislative staff during the interim. In 
addition to the interim committees, interim committee staff appointments are also granted to the President 
and Speaker for assistance if desired (ORS 171§ 650, 1969).  Leadership also have the authority to appoint 
personal staff for the session, interim or both. Furthermore, a member can use his or her account balance 
after adjournment of the regular session for either personal or informational materials during the interim. 
An example of informational material may include a legislative newsletter. 
In the final report of the legislative session there is a specific section that identifies the staff for the 
interim committees and task forces. This list also includes the name and contact information for the staff 
members assigned to specific committees.  The list does not provide subcommittee staff, as they may be 
selected when a subcommittee is determined by the interim committee. An analysis of the interim 
committee staff based on the number of committees found on average the ratio of staff was 1.9, which is 
nearly to 2 staff members, per committee. 
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The Legislative Counsel Committee consists of the Speaker of the House, President of the Senate, 
as well as members appointed by the Speaker and the President.  It is this committee that appoints an 
executive officer as Legislative Counsel. The Counsel performs research and prepares and assists with 
legislative measures. The statutes specifically mention that the Legislative Counsel or any employee of the 
committee ―shall oppose, urge or attempt to influence legislation‖ (ORS 173 § 240, 1953). 
Interim Committees 
 Often times the legislature utilizes standing committees during the interim. Legislative 
committees, include interim committees, and an interim committee is specifically defined as including any 
committee of three or more members of the Legislative Assembly functioning during the interim period 
(ORS 171 § 640(1), 2003). The interim committees in Oregon consist of single and joint committees. 
 As in some other states, a joint resolution is adopted to create an interim committee, as well as 
other possible authorities (Form and Style Manual For Legislative Measures, 2010, p. 13). Furthermore, an 
interim committee can perform its power expressed in the joint resolution which may include the selection 
of officers, adoption of rules for its proceedings, and holding meetings. The manual points to a joint 
resolution rather that a concurrent resolution to establish this function. If a previous states that an interim 
committee or task force will ―sunset‖ then the sunset date is designed in the Form and Style Manual to be 
the next regular odd-year legislative session (p. 31). 
This President and Speaker also have the authority to assign the general topics for the committees 
to consider. Table 6.23 listed below demonstrates a nearly double increase in overall committees from the 
2003-2004 interim to the 2005-2006 interim. The total number of committees then decreased slightly 
during the 2007-2008 interim. While subcommittees are authorized, and may be established with the 
majority approval of the committee, they were not frequently utilized in the interim sessions that were 
evaluated.  In the 2003-2004 interim the subcommittees accounted for 15 percent of the total committees; 
increased to 18 percent in 2005-2006 and was 12 percent in 2007-2008.  
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Table 6.23: Oregon Legislature’s Usage of Senate Committee Memberships and  Staff 
During the Interim (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 
Interim Years Total 
Committees 
Total 
Members 
Senate 
Members 
Other 
Members 
Staff  
            
2007-2008 (Total) 13 68 68 0 22 
2005-2006 (Total) 13 61 61 0 19 
2003-2004 (Total) 7 44 44 0 12 
Average Total 11.0 57.7 57.7 0.0 17.7 
            
2007-2008 (Ratio) 13 5.2 5.2 0.0 1.7 
2005-2006 (Ratio) 13 4.7 4.7 0.0 1.5 
2003-2004 (Ratio) 7 6.3 6.3 0.0 1.7 
Average Total 11.0 5.4 5.4 0.0 1.6 
*2003/04: Staff for 1 committees was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
*2005/06: Staff for 3 committees was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
*2007/08: Staff for 2 committees was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
 
Table 6.24:  Oregon Legislature’s Usage of House Committee Memberships and  
Staff During the Interim (2003/04; 2005/06, 2007/08) 
Interim Years Total 
Committees 
Total 
Members 
House 
Members 
Staff  
          
2007-2008 (Total) 17 115 115 32 
2005-2006 (Total) 11 53 53 15 
2003-2004 (Total) 7 57 57 12 
Average Total 11.7 75.0 75.0 19.7 
          
2007-2008 (Ratio) 17 6.8 6.8 2.0 
2005-2006 (Ratio) 11 4.8 4.8 1.5 
2003-2004 (Ratio) 7 8.1 8.1 2.0 
Average Total 11.7 6.6 6.6 1.8 
*2003/04: Staff for 1 committees was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
*2005/06: Staff for 1 committees was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
*2007/08: Staff for 1 committees was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
 
 
The findings demonstrate that on average the Oregon Senate consists of 11 committees each 
interim on average and 5.4 members. The number of interim committees grew from 7 committees during 
the 2003-2004 interim to 13 committees during the 2005-2006 and 2007-2008 interims. The Oregon House 
was slightly higher with an average of 11.7 committees and 6.6 members per committee. The largest 
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number of interim committees was the joint committees that averaged 13.7 committees, which was higher 
than the single house committees. The joint legislative schedule is published monthly during the interim, 
and daily during session (p. 83, 2010-2011 Edition). 
 
Table 6.25: Oregon Legislature’s Usage of Joint Memberships and Staff 
 Staff During the Interim (2003/04; 2005/05; 2007/08) 
 
       Interim Years Total 
Committees 
Total 
Members 
House 
Members 
Senate 
Members 
Other 
Members 
Staff  
              
2007-2008 
(Total) 
12 115 58 57 0 14 
2005-2006 
(Total) 
16 102 54 48 0 28 
2003-2004 
(Total) 
13 147 80 68 0 20 
Average Total 13.7 121.3 64.0 57.7 0.0 20.7 
              
2007-2008 
(Ratio) 
12 9.6 4.8 4.8 0.0 2.0 
2005-2006 
(Ratio) 
16 8.5 4.5 4.0 0.0 2.0 
2003-2004 
(Ratio) 
13 11.3 6.2 5.2 0.0 2.0 
Average Total 13.7 9.8 5.2 4.7 0.0 2.0 
*2003/04: Staff for 3 committees was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
*2005/06: Staff for 2 committees was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
*2005/06: Members for 4 committees were not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
*2007/08: Staff for 5 committees was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
 
 
Frequency of Interim Committee Activity 
The results of the interim sessions studied found that the average ratio of total meetings was 
around 5.2 meetings per committee. While the interim committees on average total 38. 3 committees, it 
should be pointed out that this includes subcommittees. Based on the minutes of meetings it was found that 
a limited number of interim committees used the special sessions to meet. Those that did included the 
Oregon State Hospital Patient Committee, which met the day before a special session, and the Public Safety 
Strategy Task Force, Task Force on Comprehensive Revenue Restructuring Committee was held on the last 
day of a special session. 
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   Table 6.26: Oregon Legislature’s Frequency of Interim Committee Meetings 
 
Interim Years Total 
Committees 
Frequency of 
Meetings 
      
2007-2008 (Total) 43 211 
2005-2006 (Total) 45 197 
2003-2004 (Total) 27 155 
Average Total 38.3 187.7 
      
2007-2008 (Ratio) 43 5.1 
2005-2006 (Ratio) 45 4.4 
2003-2004 (Ratio) 27 6.0 
Average Total 38.3 5.2 
 
 
Output of the Interim Session Workload 
Interim Reports and Legislative Measures 
 Unlike some of the other states evaluated, reports during the interim are not assessable on 
Oregon‘s Legislative website. However, interim legislative committee reports, among other documents are 
defined in statute under publications pursuant to ORS 171 § 200(2) (1965). Oregon statute specifies that 
within ten days after an interim committee ceases to function, or before January 1 preceding the beginning 
of the regular session, whichever is earlier, the chairperson, member or employee of the interim committee 
is tasked with delivering the records to the Legislative Administration Committee pursuant to ORS 171 § 
415(2) (1981). Such records include books, paper, photograph, recordings or other material. 
The Legislative Administration Committee is a joint committee that consists of both memberships 
from both houses. Among the various duties include the develop of standard formats for interim committee 
reports, arrange the printing and distribution of interim committee reports, as well as supervising, 
coordinating and supporting the services of legislative interim committees. The committee consists of the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, President of the Senate and members of the Oregon House 
appointed by the Speaker and Oregon Senate appointed by the President.  
 Furthermore an interim committee created under specific statutes can file a written report within 
30 days of its final interim meeting, or at a later time if it designated. If there are dissenting committee 
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members to the final report, the House and Senate Rules allow the members to request to be listed as not 
concurring on the committee report submitted, and if a minority report is filed it must be done at the time of 
the committee reports. 
Of the measures introduced the House and Senate Rules specify that measures introduced at the 
request of a legislative interim committee shall indicate it has been introduced by request and identify the 
requester (House Rule 12.00(4); Senate Rule 12.02(1)). Therefore, in the case of legislation recommended 
from interim committees the committee information is noted as the requestor on the legislation. With the 
approval of the Speaker, the House Rules also allows interim committees to hold meetings pre-session on 
measures that have been filed (House Rule 12.03(2)( b)). 
Listed below in Table 6.27 is the total number of interim measures filed during the interim. Based 
on the total number of interim committees the average total number of measures per committee would be 
6.4.   
 
Table 6.27:  Oregon Legislature’s Legislative Measures Resulting from 
Interim Activity By Committees (2003/04; 2005/06;2007/08) 
 
 
 
Interim Years Total 
Committees 
Legislative 
Measures From 
Interim       
2007-2008 (Total) 43 279 
2005-2006 (Total) 45 230 
2003-2004 (Total) 27 202 
Average Total 38.3 237.0 
      
2007-2008 (Ratio) 43 6.5 
2005-2006 (Ratio) 45 5.1 
2003-2004 (Ratio) 27 7.5 
Average Total 38.3 6.4 
 
 
The data compiled over the course of the three interims evaluated shows the majority of the 
measures are recommended from the judiciary committees. In the 2007-2008 interim the Joint Judiciary 
Committee proposed a total of 143, which comprises 70.8percent of all the interim measures proposed that 
year. The large sum of measures was more dispersed in the previous two interims; however, the majority 
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still came from Judiciary Committees.  In the 2005-2006 interim the Senate, House and Joint judiciary 
committees totaled 161 measures, which was 70.3 percent of all the interim measures proposed.  Again in 
the 2003-2004 interim, there was another influx of bills generated from the various judiciary committees 
totaling 147, which was 52.7 percent of the total interim measures proposed.  
 
Table 6.28:  Oregon Legislature’s Interim Committees with the Highest Number of Legislative 
Measures (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 
Interim 
Session 
Number of 
Measures 
Interim Committee 
2007-2008 
143 
9 
9 
 
Joint Judiciary Committee 
Joint Transportation, Trade and Economic Development 
Joint Human Services 
 
2005-2006 
 
84 
66 
11 
11 
 
Senate Judiciary 
House Judiciary 
Joint Judiciary 
House Education 
2003-2004 
 
78 
69 
22 
 
 
Senate Judiciary 
House Judiciary 
House Veterans‘ Affairs 
 
 
 
Therefore, while the average ratio of measures per committee is 6.4, this is not an accurate 
assessment of the dispersing of committee recommendations during the interim. This is due to the fact that 
the majority of the interim measures that are proposed for the subsequent session derive from the judiciary 
committee, whether that is joint or single house committees. 
 There are no limitations on the number of measures proposed by the interim committees or 
legislators. Most recently there has been a deadline of September 27
th
 before the regular session for pre-
session bills to be filed. However there is currently no limit on the number of measure that can be pre-filed.   
Productivity of Interim Committees’ Output During the Regular Session 
 The following research addresses the interim committees‘ output of legislative recommendations 
as it proceeds through the next regular legislative session for consideration before the complete legislative 
body. 
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Volume of Legislative Measures 
In Oregon, there is no limit on how many bills can be introduced. The interim legislative measures 
introduced comprised 8.1 percent of the total bill draft measures averaged for the 2005, 2007 and 2009 
sessions.  Table 6.29 below shows the percentage of interim legislative measures introduced compared to 
the total number of measures introduced for the three regular session evaluated.  
 
Table 6.29:  Percentage of Interim Legislative Measures Introduced Compared to Total 
Measures Introduced (Oregon Legislature 2005, 2007, 2009 Session) 
 
Session Year Total  Measures 
Introduced 
Total Interim 
Measures 
Interim Percentage of 
Total Measures 
    
2009 2,779 279 10.0 percent 
    
2007 2,919 230 7.9 percent 
    
2005 3,140 202 6.4 percent 
Total Average percent     8.1 percent 
"Legislative Measures" include resolutions, in addition to bills. 
 
 
Over the three consecutive regular sessions evaluated, the results found a consistent increase in the 
overall passage rate of the interim measures. The increase session-over-session is a 3.6 percent increase. 
While many factors may have contributed to the influx in the passage rate, there was found to be an 
increase in both the frequency of interim meetings, and total interim measures introduced during the 
interim prior to the 2009 session that experienced a greater passage rate. Specifically, for the three interim 
sessions evaluated the frequency of interim meetings increased by 34 percent and the output of legislative 
measures that were introduced increased by 38 percent.  
Passage Rate of Interim Session Legislative Measures 
There is variation in the number of interim measures introduced each session compared to all other 
measures. While the passage rate of all non-interim legislative measures averaged 32.2 percent for the three 
consecutive regular sessions, the interim session passage rate was found to be higher overall at 40.9 
  
87 
percent. The results support the hypothesis that interim legislative measures have a higher passage rate than 
other legislation.  
Figure 6.4 demonstrates the variation in the passage rate for interim legislation compared to other 
non-interim legislation. Interesting, the passage rate of interim measures declined by over 7 percent 
between 2007 and 2009. The consistent increase session-over-session of the non-interim legislative passage 
rate, and over 7 percent decline in the passage rate of interim legislation from the 2007 session to 2009 
session resulted in a nearly equal passage rate of interim and non-interim measures in 2009. Of further 
interest was the fact that non-interim session legislation showed a steady increase in the passage over the 
three sessions evaluated. So much so that in 2009, the passage rate of non-interim measures was nearly 
equal to the interim measures by 0.2 percent. 
 
Figure 6.4:  Passage Rate of Interim Legislative Measures Compared to  
Non-Interim Measures (Oregon Legislature 2005, 2007, 2009 Session) 
 
 
 
 Recall that leading up to the 2009 regular session, the interim had experienced a surge in the 
frequency of their meetings, as well as an increase in the number of legislative measures put forth for 
introduced. While many factors can contribute to the passage rate, based on the available information in 
this research study it could be deducted by the passage rate that the increase in interim meetings and/or the 
increase in the output of legislative measures may adversely affect the passage rate of the measures. 
Interim Legislation Passage Rate Based on All Legislation Passed 
27.8 percent
32.8 percent
36.0 percent
43.1 percent 43.5 percent
36.2 percent
0.0%
10.0%
20.0%
30.0%
40.0%
50.0%
2005 2007 2009
P
a
ss
a
g
e 
P
er
ce
n
ta
g
e
Session Year
Total Measures (Non-Interim) Total Measures (Interim)
  
88 
The data provided has already established that the legislative measures which resulted from the 
output of the interim session workload averages a higher passage rate than non-interim measures.  
Furthermore, on average the interim measures total 10 percent of the total legislation passed in 2005, 2007 
and 2009. This total drops slightly to 9.7 percent when restricting the measures evaluated to just bills, 
which excludes resolutions. Table 6.30 highlights the quantity and percentage of interim measures passage 
as well as interim bills when other measures, such as resolutions, are not included. 
 
     Table  6.30:  Percentage of Interim Measures/Interim Bills Passed Of Total 
Measures/Bills Passed (Oregon Legislature 2005, 2007, 2009 Session) 
 
Session 
Year 
Interim Measures 
Passed 
Percent Interim 
Measures Passed 
Interim 
Bills Passed 
Percent 
Interim Bills 
Passed 
     
2009 101 10.1 percent 101 10.1 percent 
     
2007 100 10.2 percent 93 9.5 percent 
     
2005 87 9.6 percent 87 9.6 percent 
Total 
Average 
percent 
  10.0 percent   9.7 percent 
 
 
Type of Passage for Interim Session Legislation 
Additional data was gathered to study the type of passage motion for interim session measures. 
Since interim session legislation had the added advantage of discussion during the interim as well as the 
regular session, it was hypothesized that a higher percentage of measures passed would be ―do passed‖ by 
the legislative body rather that ―amended and do pass‖. However, the data disproved this hypothesis. The 
results indicate that instead the interim measures passed were amended 64.8 percent of the time. 
Summary of Key Findings 
 Over the duration of interim sessions and regular sessions evaluated, the trend was a reduction in 
total legislation introduced. The number of measures totaled 3,140 measures in 2005, 2,919 measures in 
2007 and 2,779 measures in 2009.  While the total legislation decreased, the interim legislation introduced 
increased each session: 202 in 2005, 230 in 2007 and 279 in 2009. This is additionally interesting since 
―test run‖ annual sessions were held in both 2008 and 2010. Therefore, it may have been assumed that 
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some pressing legislative policies could have been addressed during these limited special sessions (annual 
session), thus decreasing the overall recommendations for the regular sessions. In fact, that was not the case 
when evaluating in 2008-2009 legislative measures. 
 The data shows that the average percentage of interim measures introduced for the three sessions 
that were evaluated was 8.1 percent. As hypothesized the passage rate of interim measures was higher than 
non-measures. The passage rate was 40.9 percent on average for interim measures compared to 32. 9 
percent for non-interim measures. When further analyzing all the measure passed, the interim measures 
totaled 10 percent on average of all the measures that were passed.   
 While the passage rate was higher for interim measure rather than non-interim measures, the data 
showed over a 7 percent decline in that passage rate from the 2007 and 2009 legislative session. With such 
a decline by the 2009 session the non-interim measures that resulted in almost an equal passage rate of 
interim and non-interim measures, it should be questioned what factors may have contributed to the overall 
decline. However, the decline in the passage rate of interim measures was due to a reduction in the number 
of interim measures passed. The interim measures passed consistently had an increase in total measures 
passed each regular session. There were 87 measures passed in 2005; 100 measures passed in 100; and 101 
measures passed in 2009. Instead two contributing factors appear to have influenced the overall passage 
rate of interim-measures. First, the influx in interim measures introduced. While the total number of interim 
measures passed consistently increased each session, the increase in total interim measures introduced in 
the 2009 session contributed to the variation the passage rate percentage.   
Texas Legislature 
The Texas Legislature is composed of one hundred and fifty House members and thirty-one 
senators. The Constitution limits the session length to 140 calendar days each biennium. Over the years 
voters have rejected various proposals to change the Texas Legislature to annual sessions. For example, in 
1957 a joint resolution was defeated
64
 followed by the defeat of a constitutional amendment in 1969 and 
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 H.J.R. 1 of the 55
th
 Texas Legislature proposed annual session, among other components. The joint 
resolution was defeated in the November 4, 1958 election with 195,993 for the amendment and 441,803 
against. (Legislative Reference Library of Texas: Constitutional Amendments). 
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1973.
65
 In 1975, Texas voters rejected a ballot initiative that proposed substantial revisions to the state‘s 
constitution. One of the eight provisions rejected included annual legislative sessions. 
Texas is the second largest state geographically and in population in the contiguous United States.  
It may appear surprising that the session length is so limited given the large populous the legislative body 
represents. While the Texas Legislature technically meets biennially, the study has found that an array of 
interim meetings, charges and reports demonstrates the sophisticated and active functionality of the interim 
session workload.  
Structure and Function of the Interim Session 
Appointment of Members 
Much of the appointing authority is given to the Speaker of the House of Representatives and the 
Lieutenant Governor. (The Lieutenant Governor is also referred to as the President of the Senate). The 
Speaker is elected by the peers of the Texas House, while the Lieutenant Governor is elected statewide by 
the voters of Texas. While the appointments are at the discretion of leadership, there are some rules 
pertaining to seniority that are addressed by the Rules and Policies, which become a contributing factor in 
the committee selection process.
66
   
In addition to the appointing authority granted to the leadership in each House, leadership is also 
charged with designating the chair and vice-chair for each of the committees. The committee chair is 
granted authority under House Rule 4. This authority includes the ability to appoint all subcommittees and 
determine what the membership number will be; recognize non-committee members to provide additional 
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 H.J.R. 8 of the 61st Texas Legislature proposed a constitutional amendment to Article III, Section 5 of 
the Texas Constitution.  The amendment proposed holding annual sessions whereby the even-numbered 
year sessions would not exceed 60 days and be limited to specific subject areas. Legislation for 
consideration would include ―subjects of providing funds for the support of…activities of the state 
government and emergency matter submitted by the Governor in message to the Legislature,‖ (Texas 
Legislative Council, 1969, p. 34) The joint resolution was defeated in the November 5, 1969 election with 
268,991 for the amendment and 335,854 against. (Legislative Reference Library of Texas: Constitutional 
Amendments). Additionally, S.J.R. 8 of the 63rd Texas  election proposed various changes under Article 
III, Section 5. While again the proposal would limit the even-numbered years to 60-days, the legislative 
measure addressed would be limited to ―fiscal and emergency matters submitted by the governor‖. 
Furthermore the governor would have the authority to extend the session another 30-days. (Texas 
Legislative Council, 1973, p. 6). The joint resolution was defeated in the November 6, 1973 election with 
259,918 for the amendment and 340,046 against. (Legislative Reference Library of Texas: Constitutional 
Amendments). 
66
 Seniority plays a role in the membership of the standing committees, with each House member, in order 
of seniority, may designate three committees he or she desires to serve. For each ―standing substantive 
committee,‖ a maximum of one-half of the membership is determined by seniority. This is exclusive the 
chair and vice chair (House Rule 4 § 2(1), 2009). 
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information to the committee; and is tasked with preparing a budget for the interim studies for approval by 
the Committee on House Administration.  
During the interim, the standing committees in each house chamber often continue to meet, and 
joint study committees are additionally established. Standing committee membership is determined at the 
beginning of each regular session. Legislators are limited to concurrently serving on two standing 
substantive committees (Texas House Rule Chapter F § 4, 2009). Select committees and joint study 
committees may additionally commence during the interim. At anytime the Speaker may create a select 
committee by proclamation (House Rule 1 § 16, 2009). Additionally, in the joint interim studies, the 
procedures of appointing members may be established by concurrent resolution. Over the past thirteen 
regular sessions, the legislature has adopted a concurrent resolution that authorizes joint interim study 
committees.
67
  Among other components, the resolution mentions that the membership composition, 
appointment, and chair be determined, which is handled by the presiding officers. This is normally 
designated to the Speaker in the House of Representatives and President of the Senate. The leadership is 
also granted the authority to appoint other members to the interim studies, such as the general public and 
officials, to augment the membership.   
Table 6.31 below demonstrates the total interim committees and membership for the interim sessions that 
were studied. On average there were 91.3 interim committees.
68
 This average is over double that of the 
other biennial state legislatures. 
  
                                                          
67
 The most recent concurrent resolution that address the joint interim studies was H.C.R. 57 of the 81
st
 
Legislative Session 
68
 This total includes both committees and subcommittees. 
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Table 6.31: Texas  Legislature’s Usage of Committee Memberships During the Interim 
(2003/04; 2005/05; 2007/08) 
 
Interim Years Total 
Committees 
Total 
Members 
House 
Members 
Senate 
Members 
Other 
Members 
            
2007-2008 
(Total) 
88 714 492 187 25 
2005-2006 
(Total) 
84 669 463 193 8 
2003-2004 
(Total) 
102 864 599 231 35 
Average Total 91.3 749.0 518.0 203.7 22.7 
            
2007-2008 
(Ratio) 
88 8.1 5.6 2.1 0.3 
2005-2006 
(Ratio) 
84 8.6 5.6 2.3 0.1 
2003-2004 
(Ratio) 
102 8.6 5.9 2.3 0.3 
Average Total 91.3 8.4 5.7 2.2 0.2 
*2005/06: Staff for 1 committee was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
*2003/04: Staff for 1 committee was not available, which as factored into total ratio. 
 
Staffing the Interim Session 
 Existing staff resources are utilized for interim study committees (House Rule  4 § 60, 2009). A 
detailed budget is prepared for approval by the Speaker and Committee House Administration. Under the 
terms of H.C.R. 57 (2009), joint committees are also recommended to utilize the existing staff.  The 
resources available include staff standing committees, staff of the Lieutenant governor or Speaker and staff 
of individual legislators. 
Interim Committees and Study Committees 
Many of the committees during the interim are standing committees that continue to meet during 
the interim period of session. There are also joint meetings and interim studies that take place. Various 
portions of the Texas House Rules mention individual joint interim study committees are not authorized to 
be created by resolution (House Rule 4 § 62, 2009; House Rule 4 § 56; 2009). Over the past thirteen regular 
sessions, the legislature has adopted a concurrent resolution that authorizes joint interim study committees. 
The resolution mentions that the rules and policies, membership composition, appointment, issues to be 
studied, and chair be determined jointly by the ―presiding officers‖.  
The Texas Legislative Council serves as the nonpartisan information resource to the Legislatures. 
The governing body of the Council is composed of the Lieutenant governor, the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, the Chairman of the House Administration Committee, six senators, and five 
  
93 
representatives. The Lieutenant Governor and Speaker are joint chairs of the Council. Among the various 
functions of the governing Council is meeting to perform its functions during the interim and otherwise 
investigations and surveys. 
Charges to the Interim Committee 
The committees are directed policy issues to consider during the interim that are from the 
leadership. In the House, the Speaker has the authority to direct these ―charges‖ to the committees, while 
the authority is granted to the Lieutenant Governor in the Senate (House Rule 1 § 17, 2009, pg. 9 ).  
Following the regular session the Speaker and Lieutenant Governor solicits legislative members 
for recommendation on interim charges. Since the charges are ultimately determined by the leadership in 
each chamber, the system for establishing policy issues to study during the interim can be heavily 
influenced by the authority and determination of the leadership. These recommendations are then released 
in a form of a list of ―charges‖ by the Speaker and Lieutenant Governor for the committees to consider over 
the interim.
69
  There is no limitation on the number of charges that must be issued or the deadline for 
submittal.  
 
Table 6.32:  Number of Total Charges During the Texas Legislature’s Interim 
Session (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 
Interim Years House 
Charges 
Senate 
Charges 
Joint 
Charges 
Total 
Charges         2007-2008 (Total) 261 162 14 437 
2005-2006 (Total) 207 118 11 336 
2003-2004 (Total) 192 96 8 296 
Average Total 220.0 125.3 11 356.3 
          
2007-2008 (Ratio) 5.0 7.0 1.1 5.0 
2005-2006 (Ratio) 4.2 5.4 0.9 4.0 
2003-2004 (Ratio) 4.0 6.8 1.1 4.3 
Average Total 4.4 6.4 1.0 4.4 
 
  
For the interim session durations studied, the average number of total charges was 356 charges. 
However, it should be pointed out that the total number of charges increased each interim, equating to a 
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 Information received on the committee ―charges‖ process for solicitation through conversations with the 
House Speaker‘s staff and Lieutenant Governor‘s Staff. 
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47.6 percent increase between the 2003-2004 interim at 296 charges, to the 2007-2008 interim at 437 
charges.  Furthermore, the data demonstrates that there are consistently less charges issued to Texas Senate 
interim committees, although there are fewer committees meeting in comparison to the Texas House, thus 
the ratio of total charges per committee is found to be higher in the House. 
 The research also demonstrates an influx in charge administered to certain interim committees. 
The House Appropriations Committee, Senate Finance Committee, and Senate State Affairs consistently 
have a larger volume of charges issued to those committees.  Table 6.33 below lists the committees with 
the greatest number of charges administered by leadership each interim session. 
 
Table 6.33:  Texas Legislature’s Interim Committees with the Highest Number of Legislative 
Charges (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 
Interim Years Charges Interim Committee 
2003-2004 
19 
16 
15 
14 
14 
11 
11 
11 
House Appropriations 
Senate Transportation 
Senate Finance 
Senate Health and Human Services 
Senate State Affairs 
House Environmental Regulation 
House Insurance 
House Juvenile Justice and Family Issues 
2005-2006 
14 
13 
13 
13 
12 
Senate State Affairs 
House Appropriations 
Senate Finance 
Senate Health and Human Services 
House Public Education 
2007-2008 
10 
9 
9 
8 
8 
Senate Infrastructure 
House Public Education 
House Regulatory 
House Boarders & International Affairs 
Senate State Affairs 
 
 
Frequency of Interim Committee Activity 
 The Texas legislative website states that in-depth studies on issues are often conducted ―because 
the limited time the legislature is in session‖ (Texas Legislature Website). In fact a number of committee 
meetings are held over the interim between sessions in Texas. On average this number totals 435 meetings 
between regular sessions. 
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When evaluating the frequency of the meetings it became apparent that the interim meetings were 
not always convening during the interim. Frequent meetings were convening at the same time that the 
special sessions were occurring. During the 2003-2004 interim three special sessions were held totaling 86 
days. Three special sessions were held again in during the 2005-2006 interim, totaling 96 days.  The large 
variation in committee meetings convening during the interim, comparative to those that were convening 
during special sessions, led to further inquiry as to when the meetings were occurring.  On average 45 
percent of the interim committees held during the 2003-2004 interim convened simultaneously with special 
sessions. This total percentage increased to 56 percent in during the 2005-2006 interim.   More frequent 
interim committee meetings may occur during these periods since the complete legislative body is already 
tasked with convening during a special session.  Table 6.34 below demonstrates the variation of interim 
meeting frequency over the course of the interim sessions studied. 
 
Table 6.34:  Texas Legislature’s Frequency of Interim Committee Meetings (2003/04; 2005/06; 
2007/08) 
 
Interim Years 
Mtgs During 
Special 
Session 
Percentage 
Mtgs During 
Special 
Sessions 
Mtgs 
During Non 
Special 
Sessions 
Percentage Mtgs 
During Non 
Special Sessions 
Total 
Interim 
Mtgs 
    
    
2007-2008 
(Total) 
0 0.0 percent 341 100.0 percent 341 
2005-2006 
(Total) 
239 56.6 percent 183 43.4 percent 422 
2003-2004 
(Total) 
245 45.1 percent 298 54.9 percent 543 
Average Total         435.3 
 
 
Output of the Interim Session Workload 
Interim Correspondence 
 The House Research Organization for the Texas House of Representatives provides interim 
newsletters throughout the interim. The first newsletter during the 2003 and 2005 interim includes the 
summary of the Speaker‘s interim charges. In the Senate a newsletter known as the Clearinghouse Update 
is published twice a month that highlights legislative news.  
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Report and Legislation 
The committee‘s final report must be approved by the majority of membership, although any 
dissenting members have the ability to attach a statement to the report (House Rule 4 § 61, 2009; Joint 
Rule, 2009, pg. 18). There is no specific deadline set for the statute for the reports to be submitted, however 
House Rule 4 § 57 (2009) states that an interim study committee expires on release of its final report, or 
when the next legislature convenes. 
The Committee Coordinator receives the recommendations and final reports of the interim study 
committees and is responsible for distributing the final report to the Speaker, reference library, other 
appropriate agencies and for the internet (Rules and Precedents of the Texas House, House Rule 2 § 9 &  
61, 2009). Current and historical interim legislative reports are available at the Legislative Reference 
Library of Texas. Along with a report, interim committees may propose recommendations for future 
legislation. There is no limit on the amount of bills that can initially be proposed.
70
  
Summary of Key Findings 
It was found that the total number of charges by leadership to the committees increased each 
interim. This totaled a 47 percent increase from the first interim session span evaluated (2003-2004) to the 
final interim session (2007-2008). For the same period the total number of interim committees decreased by 
16 percent.  Therefore the data demonstrates that while the total number of interim committees decreased 
over the three interim session evaluated, the number of charges authorized by the leadership increased 
nearly 50 percent. The interim committees were able to address  a greater volume of policy charges with a 
reduction in committees that met less frequently.   
 A contributing factor to the reduction in frequency of interim committee meetings in the 2007-
2008 interim may be due to the lack of special sessions. During the 2003-2004 interim 45.1 percent of 
interim committees overlapped with special sessions interim. This total increased to 56.6 percent during the 
2005-2006 interim. However, there were no special sessions during the 2007-2008. 
                                                          
70 Bills during the sessions are unlimited in both the House and the Senate for the first 60 day. Thereafter, 
House Rule 8, Section 8 clarifies that any bill or joint resolution, excluding local bills and emergency 
matters, shall require an affirmation vote of four-fifths of the members presented to proceed with 
introduction. (Rules and Precedents of the Texas House, 2009). 
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One apparent difference between the Texas case study and the remaining other four states is that 
there is no data tracking the list of interim committee legislative measures through the regular session.  The 
reason this information is not including in the findings is that it is significantly difficult independently to 
track.  A review of the interim process found that there is a wide range of policy studies that are conducted 
based on the list of charges issued from the Speaker of the House and Lieutenant Governor of the Senate. 
The total charges averaged 356.  There are a number of interim committee meetings held over the course of 
the interim to address the charges that are presented. The total average was 435 interim  meetings. 
Furthermore, almost all the committees submit a report at the conclusion of the interim highlighting the 
findings and recommendations of the committee. However, once the report is submitted there is no 
organized procedure in place by which the interim recommendations that become legislative measures are 
tracked. A member of leadership, interim committee member, chair or legislator who is interested in the 
particular policy may choose to sponsor an interim recommendation in the form of a regular session bill, 
but this is not tracked.
71
  
An option may be to read all the recommendations from the interim reports and try to associate the 
recommendation with policies that were later introduced as legislative measures. The risk is that all the 
policy recommendations may not be captured using this method of data collection. Failure to capture all the 
interim recommended legislation risks the potential of skewing the productivity results. Additionally, this 
would be an extremely time consuming undertaking. Another option proposed by Texas legislative staff 
was to contact the staff member or chair involved in each interim committee. This would assume the staff 
and chair have been serving during the time span being evaluated. Given the volume of committees, 
potential turnover of staff and committee chairs, and longitudinal data being requested, is was data 
collected method was deemed an implausible option for this study. 
While unfortunately the data is not available in this case study to analyze the passage rate of 
interim session legislation due to the difficulty to gather such information, it does bring forth another 
observation. Given the time, money and resources utilized by the Texas Legislature to continue various 
policy discussions and studies in the interim, it is perplexing to discover that no procedures are set in place 
                                                          
71
 This has been confirmed through discussions with various staff at the Texas Legislature.  
  
98 
to systematically track any interim recommendations that are selected as regular session legislative 
measures. Chapter 7 that follows summarizes the findings of the five-state case study. 
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CHAPTER 7 
COMPARATIVE OF THE FIVE STATE CASE STUDY FINDINGS  
 While the five-state case study does not provide a collective understanding as to the functionality 
of the interim process for all the state legislatures, the data does provide quantitative data to more 
thoroughly understanding the interim session within the state legislatures presumed to utilize the function 
of the interim most regularly. While all the states evaluated in the case study hold their regular session 
biennially, it should be noted that this five-state case study it is not a truly random sampling since it is 
presumed the limitation on the session length expands the potential for interim session activity the most of 
all the  state legislatures. Nevertheless, it provides a clearer understanding as to the interim session activity, 
and output of the workload. 
The research findings support the belief that a cyclical progression exists within the legislative 
process. Initially, the regular session imposes policy studies for the interim workload. For example, in 
Montana 19 interim studies, on average, were proposed based on the passage of legislation during the 
previous regular session. Additionally, the total average was 82 proposed interim studies in North Dakota. 
During the interim, recommended polices can additionally be proposed. For example, in Texas, the 
leadership issued 356 charges on average to the interim committees.  The legislative activity during the 
interim then produces an output of legislative recommendations to be considered the next regular session. 
The extent to which the output of the interim recommendations contributes to the overall number of total 
measures each regular session varies by state.  Of the states studied, a range of 56 – 237 legislatives 
measures were recommended on average for consideration during the regular session based the workload of 
the interim session. Oregon generating the largest quantity of legislative measures (237 averaged 
measures), while North Dakota producing the smallest quantity of legislative measures (56 averaged 
measures).  
Therefore, based on the quantitative data gathered, the legislative body often recommends policy 
during the regular session to be studied during the interim. From those studies, as well as other policy 
issues that may arise, the workload during the interim produces an output of recommendations. Those 
recommendations are commonly introduced as legislative measures to be considered the next regular 
session. And so the cycle begins again. 
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However, the interim session activity is not limited to drafting legislation and in certain interim 
session inquests of a particular policy area it may be concluded in the study that further legislative action is 
not warranted. In Sikes (1942) findings of interim session activity in Indiana he mentions ―the fact that no 
legislation resulted from an interim study does not indicate lack of success of or need for the investigation,‖ 
(p. 910).  Therefore, in addition to the option of drafting legislation, various states also have authority 
during the interim session to conduct oversight of agencies and programs. As mentioned in Chapter 2, 
oversight was found by Little and Ogle (2006) to be one of the five basic purposes of state legislatures. Of 
the five-state case study, Texas, Nevada and Oregon were found to even utilize the word ―oversight‖ in the 
description of some of the interim session committees established. The power and authority granted to the 
legislative body during the interim session supports the belief articulated in this paper that interim session 
activity merit research. 
Structure and Function of the Interim Session 
Interim Committees and Frequency of Interim Committee Activities 
North Dakota, which had the highest passage rate of interim legislation, had the smallest average 
of interim committees. An evaluation of the passage rate will be discussed further in this chapter.   The total 
number of interim committees was 26 in North Dakota. This average total is followed closely by Montana, 
which had 26.3 committees. Interesting, Montana follows North Dakota as the second highest passage rate 
of interim legislation. Therefore, the states with the highest passage rate had the smallest average total of 
interim committees compared to the other states evaluated.  
While many factors can contribute to the overall passage rates, the high frequency of interim 
meetings may be a contributing factor to the passage rate of interim legislative measures. It was found that 
North Dakota and Montana, which had the highest interim passage rate and lowest number of interim 
committees, also held the most frequent interim committee meetings. The ratio of interim meetings per 
committee was found to be the highest in Montana at 9.9 interim meetings. Figure 7.1 listed below shows 
the variation between states.  
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Figure 7.1:  Comparison of the Total Ratio of Interim Committee and Frequency for MT, 
NV, ND, OR, TX (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 
 
Therefore, the states that have a smaller total number of interim committees that meet more 
frequently appear to have a higher passage rate. Why is that? Again many factors contribute to the overall 
passage rate of the interim session legislation, but based on this evaluation of the interim committee 
structure a contributing factor to the high passage rate may be the following: 1) The smaller total number of 
interim committees is more manageable and focused, and 2) Interim committee members are allocated 
more time to vet through potential draft legislation due to the frequency of the interim meetings. 
Texas was an outlier averaging 91.3 total interim committees. Texas‘ average number of total 
interim committees was found to be so great that the total average was 2.5 times the average number of 
committees in Nevada and Oregon, and 3.5 times the average number of committees in Montana and North 
Dakota. When evaluating the frequency of the meetings in Texas it became apparent that these interim 
meetings were not merely convening during the interim, but were additionally taking place at the same time 
that the special sessions were occurring. In fact nearly half of the total interim committee meetings were 
held during the special sessions. More frequent interim committee meetings may occur during these periods 
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since legislators are already present to represent their constituents on other policy issues; therefore, they 
would be available to coordinate meetings for the interim committees. While the authority to call a special 
session is limited to the Governor in the state of Texas, it appears that the legislature is taking advantage of 
the collectively legislative body convening during the special session. 
Conversely, Texas was found to have the lowest ratio of meetings per committee. The ratio of 
meetings per interim committee was 4.8. This indicates that Texas had more interim committees then the 
other states evaluated; however, the committees meet less frequently. A contributing factor to this smaller 
frequency of meetings may be due to the interim ―charges‖ imposed by leadership to the interim 
committees following the regular session. Leadership specifically outlines the policy issues the committees 
may consider during the interim. This regimented agenda setting of interim workload may reduce the 
necessity for frequent meetings.  
While this ratio assists in demonstrating the average number of meetings per committee, it is 
important to note that some committees meet more frequently than others. For example in Montana the 
following interim committees exceeded the total average ratio of meetings:  Children, Families, Health and 
Human Services Committee (2003-2004; 2005-2006; 2007-2008); and Environmental Quality Council 
(2003-2004), along with a subcommittee in 2005-2006 and 2007-08. 
In North Dakota, the committees that exceeded the average ratio meetings per committee were the 
Commerce Committee (2003-2004); Economic Development Committee (2003-2004); Government 
Performance and Accountability (2003-2004); Higher Education (2003-2004; 2005-2006; 2007-2008); 
Information Technology (2003-2004; 2005-2006; 2007-2008). 
In Oregon, the committees with the most frequent meetings were the Tax Reform Committee 
(2003-2004); Revenue Committee (2003-2004); Transportation, Trade and Economic Development (2003-
2004); Judiciary Committee (2005-2006); Transportation Committee (2007-2008) and Energy and 
Environment (2007-2008). In Nevada, the Interim Finance Committee (2003-04; 2005-06; 2007-08); 
Legislative Commission (2003-2004; 2005-2006; 2007-2008); Education (2003-2004; 2005-2006; 2007-
2008) and Public Lands (2003-2004; 2005-2006; 2007-2008).  The results indicate that in each state 
evaluated there may be a trend of policy interests and priorities. The complete list of interim committees, 
and the frequency of their meetings, can be found in the Appendix. 
  
103 
Interim Deadlines and Restrictions 
The review of the interim structures in the various states that meet biennially found that only 
Nevada has implemented limitations on the number of measures that can be introduced by interim 
committees, as well as the duration those committees can convene. Nevada, has implemented the number 
interim measures.
72
 This appears to be the only such state evaluated that places such restrictions on the 
number of legislative measures. 
Furthermore, in the most recent 2009 regular session the Nevada Legislature implemented 
restrictions on the duration of time that interim committees and interim study committees could meet. 
Interim studies are restricted to meeting from January 1
st
 to June 30
th
 in the odd-year preceding the regular 
legislation session. This duration is expanded to November 1
st
  in the even-numbered year to August 31
st
 in 
odd-numbered years preceding the regular legislative session.  
The Oregon Legislature has also recently implemented a different structure for interim session 
committee meetings. Instead of meeting at the discretion of the chair, ―legislative interim days‖ have been 
implemented at which times interim committees meet over the course of a 3-day period. In the case of both 
Nevada and Oregon, such changes were implemented to assist with cost savings and interim activity 
efficiency.   
Output of the Interim Session Workload 
Of the four states evaluated,
73
 Oregon was found to have the largest
74
 total of legislative measures 
introduced for the three regular sessions evaluated—2005, 2007, and 2009—which averaged 237 measures. 
This was followed by Montana, Nevada and then North Dakota. Figure 7.2 lists the variation among states 
as to the total number of interim measures introduced.  
                                                          
72
 The Chair of the Legislative Commission is limited to 15 legislative measures; the Chair of the Interim 
Finance Committee is limited to 10 legislative measures; interim statutory committees are limited to 10 
measures; and interim study committees may request not more than 5 legislative measures, although a 
study committee established by the Legislative Commission has the ability to authorize additional requests 
by a majority vote of the committee. 
73
 Due to the difficulty of tracking the data of interim recommendations that became legislative measures in 
Texas, this state is not included into the study 
74 The number of interim measures introduced during the regular session in Oregon was found to be 
significantly larger than a couple other states. The total average number of interim measures introduced 
was 3.7percent times Nevada‘s average number of interim legislation introduced, and 4.2percent that of 
North Dakota. 
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Figure 7.2: Comparison of the Total Number of Interim Legislative Measures Introduced for 
MT, NV, ND, OR (2005, 2007, 2009 Session) 
 
 
 
The results indicate that only Oregon experienced a session over session increase in the number of 
interim legislation that was introduced during the regular session. Interestingly, the increase in growth was 
still seen during the state‘s experimentation with a ―mini‖ annual session in 2008. It could have been 
assumed that the number of interim measures introduced would have decreased in 2009 since there was an 
opportunity to introduce legislation during the experimental limited annual session in 2008, however, that 
was not the case.  
Based on the results there is not much consistency related to the output of legislative measures 
derived from the interim session workload.  Both Montana and Oregon were found to have the greatest 
frequency of interim committee meetings, which may be a contributing factor to the output of a large 
quantity of legislative measures in those states, compared to the others evaluated.  Montana averaged 251 
meetings and Oregon averaged 187.7 meetings. However, both Nevada and North Dakota were close to 
Oregon‘s frequency of meetings at 165 meetings and 162 meetings, respectively.  
Additionally, Oregon was found to have the largest amount of interim committees at 36 
committees, but Nevada averaged the same number interim committees. Therefore, the number of interim 
committees may not be a contributing factor to output of interim recommendations.  What should be noted 
when evaluating the output of legislative measures compared to committees though is the influx of 
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measures derived from the judiciary committees in Oregon. During the 2009 regular session 143 total 
introduced interim measures were derived from the Joint Judiciary Committee.  Based on the research 
conducted the quantity of legislative measures attributed to the judiciary committees appears to be an 
anomaly. However, in other states interim measures were also not recommended evenly among the interim 
committees. For example, In Montana the State Administration and Veteran‘s Affairs Committee 
introduced the most measures for each session, which was followed by the Environmental Quality Council. 
In Nevada, the Committees on Health Care, Education and Public Lands introduced the most legislative 
measures. Only in North Dakota were the interim recommendation dispersed fairly evenly amongst the 
committee, although there were some outliers. Those committees included the Public Safety Committee in 
the 2007-2008 interim that introduced 16 of the total 87 measures during the 2009 session.  
Productivity of the Interim Committees’ Output During the Regular Session 
Introduced Compared to Passed 
Even though Oregon had the largest output of interim measures introduced each regular session, 
Montana had the largest total percentage of interim measures introduced compared to total measures 
introduced.  The average total percentage of interim measures introduced was 14.1 percent of all measures. 
This was followed by Oregon that averaged 8.1 percent interim measures, North Dakota that averaged 5.2 
percent interim measures, and Nevada that averaged 5.1 percent interim measures.  Therefore, this data 
demonstrates that while Oregon was originally found to have introduced the most number of interim 
measures on average for the sessions evaluated, Montana has the highest percentage of interim measures 
introduced on average compared to the total number of measures introduced.   
The research explains that a cyclical progression exists among the legislative process. The 
workload of the interim activity produces an output of policy recommendations that are then introduced as 
policy measures the next legislative session.  The extent to which the output of the interim 
recommendations contributes to the overall number of total measures each regular session varies by state.  
Table 7.1 below highlights the average variation of total interim measures introduced. 
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 Table 7.1:  Comparison of the Interim Measures Introduced Compared to  
 Total Measures for MT, NV, ND, OR (2003/04; 2005/06; 2007/08) 
 
State Three Session Average  
Three Session 
Average (Percent) 
      
Montana 198 14.1 percent 
      
Nevada 63 5.1 percent 
      
North Dakota 56 5.2 percent 
      
Oregon 237 8.1 percent 
 
 
 In most cases the quantity of interim measures introduced each regular session does not compose a 
significant portion of the total measures introduced.  Only in the case of Montana, where the percentage of 
introduction is 14.1percent of total measures, is the ratio of interim measures nearly one-seventh of total 
measures introduced. All other states are less than this amount of interim measures. Therefore, based on the 
analysis it may appear that the small amount of legislative measures derived from the interim workload do 
not warrant the time and resources devoted to activity during the interim, or researching the activity during 
the interim as this paper has done.  However, due to the high passage rate of interim measures during the 
regular session, the total percentage of interim measures that are ultimately passed does increase compared 
to the total percentage of measures introduced. This increase is discussed in more detail in the findings 
below. 
Interim Legislation Passage Rate Based on All Legislation Passed 
 All four states evaluated saw an increase in the total percentage of interim measures introduced 
and total percentage of interim measures passed compared to the total number of measures. For example 
Montana, which had the greatest gains in the introduction of interim measures and passage of interim 
measures, saw an 8percent increase. To clarify, the legislative measures that were a result of interim 
workload comprised 14.1 percent of the total measures introduced on average for the three regular sessions. 
However, when evaluating the passage of the total legislative measures, Montana‘s legislative measures 
that were a result of the interim workload totaled 22.1 percent of the total measures passed.  Therefore, the 
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total measure passed comprise nearly one-fourth of the total measures passed each regular session. These 
results indicate that the interim session activity has an important function in the total legislative process.  
The increases were not found to be as drastic in the other states. Oregon‘s interim legislative 
measures totaled 8.1 percent of the measures introduced, and 10.0 percent of the total measures ultimately 
passed; North Dakota totaled 5.1 percent of the interim legislation introduced, and 6.1 percent of the total 
legislation passed; and Nevada totaled 5.1 percent of the interim legislation introduced, and had the 
smallest increase to 5.2 percent of average of the total legislation passed. The passage rate percentage for 
the four states over a period of three regular sessions is listed below. 
 
Table 7.2:  Comparison of the Percentage Passage of Interim Measures Compared to  
Total Measures for MT, ND, NV, OR, TX (2005, 2007, 2009 Session) 
     State  2005 2007 2009 3 Session Average 
          
Montana 24.4 percent 17.2 percent 26.4 percent 22.7 percent 
          
Nevada 5.8 percent 4.6 percent 5.8 percent 5.4 percent 
          
North Dakota 4.5 percent 3.7 percent 10.1 percent 6.1 percent 
          
Oregon 9.6 percent 10.2 percent 10.1 percent 10.0 percent 
 
 
Passage Rate of Interim Session Legislative Measures 
It was found that in all four states the average
75
 passage rate of interim legislative measures 
exceeded the passage rate of all other measures. This data supports the hypothesis proposed in Chapter 4 
that legislation derived from the interim has a greater passage rate than non-interim related legislation.  
Based on the finding it would be assumed that the interim session activity merits value since legislation 
derived for the output of the workload has a higher probability of passage.  Figure 7.3 below demonstrates 
                                                          
75
 When evaluating each state‘s regular session independently, only Nevada‘s Legislature in the 2007 
session reflected a higher rate of non-interim session measures passed than interim session measures. In all 
other cases the interim session measure passage rate exceeded that of non-interim measures. 
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the percentage passage rate of the interim measures for the three regular sessions evaluated:  2005, 2007 
and 2009. 
 
Figure 7.3:  Comparison of the Passage Rate of Interim Legislative Measures for  
MT, NV, ND, OR (2005, 2007, 2009 Session) 
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average interim measure passage rate at 72.4 percent. This was the only state to have a consistent increase 
in the passage rate of interim measures session over session. Recall that the number of interim measures 
introduced in North Dakota was the lowest of all the states. The interim measures comprised 5.2 percent of 
all measures introduced, and 6.3 percent percentage of all interim measures ultimately passed.  Montana 
averaged a passage rate of 71.1 percent. This was the state that represented the second highest total of 
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interim measures introduced at 251. The interim measures comprised 14.1 percent of all measures 
introduced, and 22.7 percent percentage of all interim measures ultimately passed. 
This begs the question what, if any, commonality can be associated with the two states that that 
have an interim session passage rate over 70 percent?  Montana solicits legislators for their preferences on 
policies to consider during the interim session, while North Dakota tasks an interim committee with 
prioritizing these decisions. To be more specific, in North Dakota, the Legislative Management interim 
committee makes the ultimate decision on interim policy recommendations to address. The North Dakota 
Legislative Council is responsible for the preparation of an interim study directive each interim session that 
identifies the studies authorized by bill or resolution during the previous regular session. Following the 
regular session, a list of policy studies adopted during the regular session for interim session consideration 
is sent to each legislator so they can rank their study preferences. The costs associated with the study, 
allocation of staff and designation to which interim committee the study will go is all taken into 
consideration when determining the total number of studies that will be investigated in a given interim 
session.    
Another such state that polls the legislative body after the regular session to determine what 
interim policy will be studied is Texas. However, the decision on the interim charges is ultimately up to the 
Speaker in the House and Lieutenant Governor in the Senate, not a committee that meets in the interim. 
Furthermore, it has already been established that the Texas data as it relates to measures during the session 
has not been included, although it would be interesting to consider this evaluation in future studies. 
Additionally, both Montana and North Dakota keep the legislative body informed of the interim 
session activity. Sikes (1942), who researched the activity of the Indiana Legislature for a twenty-year 
span, found it important to coordinate and disseminate the results of the interim workload. In North Dakota, 
the legislators are presented with an overview of the interim session activity and output during the 
organizational meeting of the legislative body prior to the commencement of the regular legislative session.  
In Montana, a list of the final reports and the abstract is submitted to the legislators. Should they be 
interested in more information pertaining to the interim committee the full report will be submitted to the 
legislator by mail or by the first week of the regular legislative session. In both, there is a sequence in place 
to keep the legislators informed of the interim session workload. 
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Finally, could the structure of the committees be a contributing factor to the productivity of the 
interim session? In Montana the Montana‘s Annotated Code (MCA) gives directives to the composition of 
the members of the interim committees. For example, the appointing authority shall attempt to select not 
less than 50 percent of the members from the standing committees. The institutional process may lead to 
more effective use of the interim session. This may address the feedback presented during one of Nevada‘s 
interim committees that stated the membership may not be familiar with the policy area.  Additionally, in 
Montana it appears they are cognizant of the attrition of legislators leaving office since it states in the MCA 
that members will be ―available to follow through on committee activities and recommendations in the next 
legislative session.‖  This also addresses the feedback presented in Nevada that the interim committee 
members may not serve on the committee during the session. 
 The data provided to this point supports the findings that the passage rate is greater related to 
interim session legislation. The Figure 7.4 below shows the difference between the passage rate of interim 
measures and non interim measures. As seen in the figure, Montana has the largest variation between the 
passage rate on interim session and non-interim related legislation that is passed. 
 
Figure 7.4:  Comparison of the Difference in Passage Rate of Interim Legislative Measures and Non-
Interim Measures for MT, NV, ND, OR (2005, 2007, 2009 Session) 
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Montana had one of the highest passage rates and a high number of interim measures introduced 
compared to the other states evaluated. Oregon has the lowest passage rate even though they had a high 
number of total interim measures introduced. This data demonstrates that the number of interim measures 
introduced does not appear to affect the passage rate of measures introduced. 
Do the frequencies of the interim committees appear to factor into the passage rate? Both Nevada 
and Oregon have the highest average number of interim committee meetings at 36.3 committees. However, 
these two states have the lowest passage rate of the interim measures. Based on the limited case study of 
the biennial states evaluated, these findings demonstrate that the number of committees over the interim 
does not impact the overall passage rate of the interim measures that proceed to the next regular session. In 
fact the states with the highest rate of interim session bill passage, Montana and North Dakota, averaged 10 
fewer interim committees. However, while the average total number of interim committees was low 
comparative to the other states, Montana and North Dakota averaged the most frequent interim committee 
meetings. The total average was 9.9 meeting per committee for Montana and 6.2 meetings for North 
Dakota. 
Passage Rate of Interim Measures Compared to Interim Bills 
 The focus of this study tends to evaluate interim ―measures‖, which includes bills as well as 
resolutions. When comparing legislation derived from the interim as well non-interim all measures were 
included in the data collection to assure the consistency of data among the states evaluated. The results 
demonstrate that there is slight variation when focusing on interim measures compared to just interim bills.  
On average when evaluating all interim measures for the three sessions, the passage rate ranged from an 
increase of 0.1 percent to nearly 2 percent.  
 The most significant change can be found Nevada where evaluating interim measures over just 
interim bills has an average 1.9 percent increase in the passage rate. This is followed by North Dakota with 
0.9 percent, Montana with 0.3 percent and then Oregon with 0.1 percent. See Table 7.3 for more 
information related to the differential in interim measure passage rates versus the interim bill passage rates.   
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Table 7.3:  Comparison of the Average percentage Passage Rate of Interim Measures 
Compared to Interim Bills for MT, NV, ND, OR (2005, 2007 and 2009 Session) 
    
 State 
Average Percentage 
Interim Measures 
Passed 
Average Percentage 
Interim Bills Passed 
Difference in Average 
Percent Interim Measures vs. 
Interim Bills Passed 
  
   
Montana 71.1 percent 70.8 percent 0.3 percent 
  
   
Nevada 53.6 percent 51.7 percent 1.9 percent 
  
   
North Dakota 72.3 percent 71.6 percent 0.8 percent 
  
   
Oregon 40.9 percent 40.8 percent 0.1 percent 
 
 
Type of Passage for Interim Session Legislation 
 It has previously been mentioned that legislative activity during the interim offers the legislative 
body the opportunity to discuss more policy issues that the legislature otherwise may have not had the time 
to be address during the regular session. This paper theorized that interim committees have an opportunity 
during the interim to more thoroughly vet the public policy and propose measures the majority of the 
legislative body would support.  However, the findings of the data demonstrate that this was not the case. 
The passage rate of all the interim measures passage was amended on average rather than do passed 
without any modifications. The findings do not support the hypothesis proposed in Chapter 4, which 
assumed more interim measures would be passed without amendment. Table 7.4 lists the passage rate of 
the interim measures. 
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Table 7.4:   Comparison of the Type of Motion for Interim Legislative Measures  
Passed for MT, NV, ND, OR (2005, 2007, 2009 Session) 
    
 State 
Average 
Measures Passed 
"Do Pass" 
"Amend & 
Do Pass" 
    
Montana 139.3 42.1 percent 57.9 percent 
    
Nevada 36.6 25.4 percent 74.6 percent 
    
North Dakota 41.6 40.7 percent 59.3 percent 
    
Oregon 96 35.2 percent 64.8 percent 
 
 
Of the average total of interim measures passed, Nevada had the highest number of interim 
measures that were amended and do passed at 74.9 percent. This was followed by Oregon at 64.8 percent, 
North Dakota at 59.3 percent and Montana at 57.9 percent. It is interesting to note that the two states that 
were previously mentioned to have the highest passage rate, Montana and North Dakota, did have the 
lowest number of legislative measures that were amended and do passed.   
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CHAPTER 8 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
It has been established by various authors that the interim session serves a role in the legislative 
process (Smith, 1955; Sikes, 2004; Rosenthal, 1974; Little & Ogle, 2006). However upon review of the 
current body of literature, the dearth of research attributed to the activity and workload during the interim 
session appears to lead to inquiry rather than insight as to a thorough understanding of the role the interim 
session plays in the legislative process. Given the volume of research about various aspects of state 
legislatures, and the fact that most legislatures utilize the interim session in some capacity, it is surprising 
more research has not been devoted to this subject area. In nearly all the states the interim session is 
utilized in some varied capacity. It is during this particular time that the legislative workload continues; 
discussions of policy issues are addressed that may require more time than the regular session can provide; 
draft legislation for the next regular legislative session are considered; and oversight of agencies and/or 
programs are evaluated.  
The void of data attributed to the interim period is what this study seeks to address. Therefore, the 
research has sought to contribute to the body of knowledge about the state legislative process by evaluating 
the functionality of the interim session. The primary research questions asked in the study were: How do 
state legislatures process their work during the interim: the time between formal regular sessions?  
Furthermore, are interim workloads utilized efficiently to produce an output of legislative measures that 
have a high passage rate by the legislative body?   
 While limited research to this point has evaluated the functionality of the interim sessions of state 
legislatures, the findings in this paper support the belief that interim session activity merits evaluation give 
the following major findings: 1) A cyclical progression exists among the legislative procession; 2) There is 
a level of structure imposed on the functionality of the interim session activity; 3) The output of the 
legislative measures from the interim session workload contributes to the total percentage of legislation 
ultimately passed and codified into law; and 4) The legislative measures derived from the interim workload 
average a higher passage rate than the other non-interim related measures.  
 A more detailed evaluation of these findings will be provided in this chapter.  Based on these 
results, it is the belief that this research provides important insight into the period of the state legislative 
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process that has been undervalued and overlooked, until now. Furthermore, it is the hope that these findings 
serves as a beginning, not an end, to the study of the interim sessions. 
Findings: Role of the Interim Session in the Legislative Process 
The data from the NCSL survey (1990 and 2010) provides a fundamental overview of the 
functionality of the interim process. It is from the survey results that the benchmark for understanding the 
interim session can be fully evaluated across the various states. However, the survey does not provide 
quantitative detail for each state to answer more detailed questions about the interim process. Therefore, the 
case study of the five biennial state legislatures delves further into the interim session activity to more fully 
understand the process, output and passage rate of proposed legislation.  
Cyclical Progression among the Legislative Process 
 Authors have acknowledged that the interim session workload contributes to the policy 
recommendations considered during the subsequent regular legislative session. Smith (1955) stated that 
knowledge is obtained through the research of policy issues during the interim that are ―perplexing 
problems awaiting consideration in future sessions‖ (p. 80-81). Furthermore, Rosenthal (1974) goes so far 
as to point out that the performance of committees during the regular session is dependent on the 
productivity of the interim session‘s workload (p. 34). While this paper concurs with these findings, there is 
no knowledge of quantitative data to support this cyclical progression of policy discussions from the 
regular session, to the interim session, and back to a subsequent regular session. The research findings in 
this paper, which are discussed in Chapter 7, provide such data that support the concept of a cyclical 
progression. 
In Chapter 3 the cases evaluated create a more thorough understanding as to the legislative body‗s 
ability to continue activity after a regular session. It could be argued that such activity circumvents the 
constitutionally imposed limitations on the session length. For example, debate over such authority was 
briefly articulated in Chapter 6 when the authority of the Interim Finance Committee of the Nevada 
Legislature was questioned by the Governor.  Sikes (1942) points out that abbreviated legislative sessions 
may impact the frequency of utilizing interim sessions to carry on the workload. Sikes states that ―almost 
all the legislative investigatory work must necessarily be carried out in some ‗extra-curricular‘ manner‖ 
(1942, p. 915). 
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 Others may counter that the activity performed during the interim, rather than circumventing the 
regular session, is a process by which to adapt to the demand of managing the workload of complex policy 
issues that warrant more time and consideration than a regular legislative session can provide. As stated by 
Little and Ogle (2006), ―[i]t is during the less demanding and less tension-filled interim periods when 
legislatures are not meeting in regular sessions that their members are afforded the greatest opportunity to 
develop a broader and deeper knowledge and understanding of issues,‖ (p. 93.). Nevertheless, the power 
and authority granted to the legislative body during the interim session, or in the ‗extra-curricular‘ manner 
as stated by Sikes, supports the belief articulated in this paper that the study of the interim sessions merits 
research since activity related to policy is taking place during this period. 
Functionality and Structure of the Interim Session 
Interim sessions were found to use all the types of interim committee categories presented in the 
NCSL survey—select, standing, ad hoc, task force, public private partnership—by at least fifty percent of 
the states. While the NCSL data provides a fundamental overview of the structures utilized, the survey 
results do not provide the total number of committee types used, or the frequency to which the interim 
committees meet. However, the results provide an understanding into the overall determination of using 
specific committee types among states. Based on the results it was determined that once the regular 
legislative session concludes there is level of structure associated with continuing the interim committee 
workload, though the structure varies by state. Both select committees and standing committees were found 
to be used the most among states. This indicates that interim session activity is not happenstance.  
Additional factors were found to adjust the level of structure imposed on the interim session. For 
example, as the number of total legislative members increase, the standing and select committees are more 
commonly utilized. Based on the finding presumably a more structural function to the interim session 
process may be needed with a large quantity of legislators to compensate for the increased demand of 
organization, activity and workload. Additionally as the total number of members increase, ―unstructured‖ 
committees were used less frequently among states. 
The results also found that a nonpartisan staff is the primary composition of interim committee 
staffing. Additionally, staff from standing committees was used by over half of the states. Therefore, the 
high frequency of utilizing the standing committee staffing, standing committee chairmanships and 
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composition of standing committee members demonstrates that the structure of the interim session, to an 
extent, appears to maintain a similar structure to the regular session and serves as a vehicle of the regular 
structure of the legislature. 
The fifty state interim data that resulted from the NCSL survey (1990) provides an overview of the 
variation of each state‘s structure of the interim process. The results of those selected states that have 
responded to the NCSL survey in 1990, and again in 2010, reflect very limited change to the structure of 
the interim process. Clearly the selected sampling of eight states in 2010 compared to the overall 44 
respondents in 1990 comprises only a small portion of the represented states (18 percent).
76
   
The five-state case study discussed in Chapters 6 and 7 assisted in providing quantitative data to 
more thoroughly understand the frequency of the interim activity. It was found that all five states have 
interim activity— frequently. The three interim sessions evaluated averaged over a 160 interim committee 
and study committee meetings per interim.
77
 Interestingly, an analysis of the passage rate of the legislation 
derived from the interim in the five-state case study found that legislation derived from the interim was 
amended more frequently than it was not. This indicates that the discussions and activity taking place 
during the interim does not inhibit the legislative body from recommending changes to the output of 
legislative measures during the regular session.  
Authority of the Legislative Leadership During the Interim Session 
 The legislative leadership has significant authority over the structure of the legislative process. 
Such involvement can be found in determining policy issues to consider during the interim, committee 
appointment and committee chair appointments. The NCSL survey data (1990) showed a tendency for 
nonpartisan joint committees or commissions to be involved in the appointment process. Based on the five-
state case study, the composition of these joint committees is usually composed of leadership of both 
houses. Therefore, even though the leadership may not directly appointment the members of the interim 
committees, the involvement through the interim committee demonstrates the leadership is still involved in 
the decision making.  This authority appears to give leadership the ability to set the agenda during the 
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 When more updated data is available from the other state respondents it would be worth updating this 
information to have a more complete evaluation of the historical changes to the structure. 
77
 The study evaluated legislative committee meetings. To keep the data consistent the data does not 
include task forces or other ―non-legislative‖ committees that a member(s) may serve on.  Nevada and 
Oregon were two states that had additional committees that were in this category and otherwise excluded 
from the data. 
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interim. Using Mayhew‘s theory of the principal motivation of legislators, it could be argued that the 
pursuit of the agenda setting and authority in the interim is attributed to legislators‘ desire to be re-elected 
(1974).   
Given that a great deal of authority is delegated to leadership in the determination of interim 
committee appointments, there are various factors that leadership should consider in the selection process. 
Factors such as party affiliation,
78
 seniority of legislative members, and standing committee chairmanship 
may all contribute to the process of selecting interim committee members. However, it should be stressed 
that additional factors, such as term-limits and attrition of legislators, should be addressed in the short-term 
selection of interim committee member appointments. This may assist with impacting long-term results of 
interim policy recommendations through approval of such legislation during the regular session.   
To explain, there is a natural attrition of legislative turn-over, while some states also have term-
limits imposed on the length a legislator can serve, which impacts the total number of returning legislative 
members. To the extent possible, such factors should be considered when appointing interim membership 
because the activity of the interim session‘s workload does not conclude with the output of policy 
recommendations.  These policy recommendations are then considered for adoption during the next regular 
session. The legislative members who take part in the interim committee discussion have first-hand 
knowledge of the discussions that take place and the decisions reached on legislative measures that can be 
articulated to the legislative body during the regular legislative session. 
 Term-limited legislative members, or those not seeking re-election, will not be returning to the 
legislature in their present elected official capacity.
79
  Kousser (2005) found that term-limits imposed on 
legislators may impact the attention devoted to interim session activity, or consideration of the output of 
interim session recommendations resulting from term-limited legislators. ―Why work all interim when you 
are termed out?‖ stated one senior aide to the Governor in Oregon (Kousser, 2005, p. 55). Therefore, based 
on Kousser‘s feedback, the interim session workload could be hindered if it known the chair or various 
members committed to a policy area will not be returning.  
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Montana has recommendations on the composition of party affiliations. ―The composition of each interim 
committee consists of four members of the house, two from the majority party and two from the minority 
party; and  four members of the senate, two from the majority party and two from the minority party.‖ 
(MCA Title 5, Chapter 5 § 211 (5)(a), 2007). 
79
 Note, this does not preclude a legislator from running for another office. 
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Montana, which had the highest passage rate of legislative measures derived from the interim 
session, is cognizant of membership retention during the selection of interim committee members. The 
Montana Code Annotated (MCA) mentions the appointment of interim committee members should be 
taken into consideration when making interim appointments. ―In making the appointments, the appointing 
authority shall take into account term limits of members so that committee members will be available to 
follow through on committee activities and recommendations in the next legislative session‖ (MCA Title 5, 
Chapter 5 § 211 (6), 2007). 
Additionally, interim committees will be served well by having legislative members 
knowledgeable about the committee‘s policy area. Such legislators may serve on similar committees in the 
regular session as the interim session, which provides continuity of legislative representation. Montana 
through statute tasks the leadership with selecting a portion of interim committee members from the regular 
session standing committee. As stated in MCA ―the appointing authority shall attempt to select not less 
than 50 percent of the members from the standing committees that consider issues within the jurisdiction of 
the interim committee‖ (MCA Title 5, Chapter 5 § 211 (6), 2007). Recall that the various legislative 
measures derived from the workload of the interim session will be held during the regular session. In some 
cases these measures will be discussed in committees with a similar composition of legislators that 
discussed the measures during the interim. 
These recommendations are not to completely inhibit participation by such legislators known not 
to be returning the next regular session. They may have an abundance of knowledge and a historical 
perspective on an issue. Instead be cognizant of such particular factors when determining the selection of 
interim committee members. 
Efficiency of Interim Session Activity 
In light of the current economic climate, some of the states evaluated in the case study are taking 
steps to increase the efficiency of the interim committee process. Oregon, for example, which has 
established ―legislative interim days‖ for a 3-day period at a time over the interim when committees 
meeting. Such coordination provides interaction of legislators, chairs and staff.  Additionally, Nevada has 
instituted deadlines by which the interim statutory committees and interim study committees can meet. 
Furthermore, the legislative staff must adhere to limitations on the types of interim committees they can 
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administrate. As stated by the Legislative Director related to this legislation, ‖[i]n the future, the 
Legislature needs to make better use of the interim, the staff‘s resources and time. The best way to 
accomplish this is to plan for the bills, resolutions and studies‖ (April 23, 2009). In Texas, the results of 
tracking the frequency of interim committee meetings found a common trend to hold interim meetings 
during special sessions. The data showed that nearly half of the interim meetings coincided with special 
sessions during two of the three interims evaluated.
80
  
Power and Authority During the Interim Session 
Almost all the states that responded have the authority to draft legislation.  Measuring the 
legislative measures as an output of the interim session workload is utilized in this paper as a means to 
track the success rate of the productivity of the work completed during the interim. However, it is important 
to note the following observations: 1) the decision by the committee to not recommend legislation may also 
be seen as a productive measure of the committee, although difficult to evaluate; and 2) there are other 
variables by which to measure the productivity of the interim committees‘ activities.  
The interim is not limited to proposing legislative measures. In fact, the findings demonstrate that 
interim session activity includes the oversight of agency activities and programs. Over three-fourths of the 
state respondents implements such authority. Of further interest was the fact that states with smaller 
representatives have a higher overall use of the interim for agency oversight. Based on the finding such 
oversight by small legislators may be due to the fact that the government is small as well, which is why the 
oversight is delegated to the legislative body during the interim.  As the quantity of legislators increases, 
the usage of the interim for oversight decreases. Those states that met annually without time restrictions 
had the lowest response rate for conducting investigations; therefore, those states may rely on the regular 
session, rather than the interim session, to conduct the investigations. 
Output of Legislative Measures Derived from the Interim Session Workload 
In Chapter 2, the literature review references authors that allude to the workload that transpires 
during the interim. However, only a limited number of authors (Sikes, 1942; Rosenthal, 2004) provide 
quantitative data resulting in such activity during this time. Smith (1955) references how the interim alludes 
to policy for the subsequent session. The output of legislative measures entails the final recommendations 
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 In Texas, 45.1 percent of the interim committee meetings during the 2003-2004 interim session actually 
occurred during a special session, and this total increased to 56.6percent during the 2005-2006 interim. 
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composed by the interim committees. Although it is important to note that the interim session activity 
entails more than recommendations, and in some cases the interim studies‘ results may be not to 
recommend legislation. Sikes, for example, contends that ―the fact that no legislation resulted from an 
interim study does not indicate lack of success of or need for investigate,‖ (1942, p. 910). However, for this 
research the output of legislative recommendations from the interim was utilized as a means to track the 
measures through the regular session to evaluate the productivity of the interim based on the passage rate of 
the interim measures. This serves as the bases to evaluate the action of interim sessions. By researching the 
legislative history of each interim legislative measure introduced in a regular session, it was determined if 
the outcome of the measure was met with passage or failure by the legislative body. When evaluating the 
percentage of interim measures compared to the total measures introduced for the session, it was found that 
Montana, had the largest total percentage of interim measures introduced, followed by Oregon, North 
Dakota and Nevada, respectively.   
Passage Rate of Measures Derived from the Interim Session 
In Harvey Tucker‘s evaluation of the passage rate at the Texas Legislature he found that three or 
more bills were typically rejected for every bill passed into law (1989, p. 432). However, the passage rate 
of legislative measures in this five state analysis found recommendations proposed from the interim 
legislative session has a much higher passage rate than Tucker‘s evaluation. In fact, the analysis supports 
the hypothesis proposed in Chapter 4 that proposed legislation derived from the interim would have a 
higher passage rate than non-interim measures. 
The states with the highest overall passage rate of legislative measures derived from interim 
committee activity were North Dakota at 72.4 percent followed by Montana at 71.1 percent.  Furthermore, 
in some states, such as Montana, the passage rate far exceeds that of other non-interim measures by an 
average of 32.4 percent.  
The results raise questions relative to understanding what factors contribute to the higher interim 
passage rate. Moreover, why were there obstacles in the study?  One possible factor for the measures may 
be that the legislation proposed from the interim may not be as contentious as other legislative measures. 
However, the interim may also serve as a place where more controversial policies are is in fact sent for 
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further discussion and consideration, or maybe lack thereof. This paper does not delve into the types of 
measures being proposed, but such research could additionally aid in understanding the change in states. 
Another factor may be that interim session legislation has already been discussed, vetted and the 
language approved by a committee of legislative peers prior to making its way to the regular session for 
consideration by the complete legislative body. It is no secret that time and resources have already gone 
into thorough discussion of policy during the interim. Additionally, as the NCSL data has found, almost 
every state holds joint committees in some capacity. Therefore, the legislative recommendations derived 
from the interim workload may be subject to the approval of legislators from not just one House, but both 
Houses, before it is introduced during the regular session. In this case, the interim legislation would have 
some level of support from members in both Houses. 
 Interesting, is that this paper hypothesized that the need for modifications
81
 to the legislative 
language derived from the interim session workload would be limited during the regular session, since this 
language has already been vetted by legislators during the interim. That was not found to be the case. 
Instead the language proposed from the interim session was still amended, in fact, it was more likely to be 
amended than not. While both Montana and North Dakota also had the lowest amendment rate,
82
 the 
measures in those two states were still amended over fifty percent of the time. While interim committees 
approve the language derived from the interim session workload, the legislative bodies do not automatically 
approve the work of the interim. 
In Chapter 7, the similarities that may contribute to the high passage rate of measures derived from 
the interim in North Dakota and Montana were addressed. To briefly summarize a couple findings there is a 
process by which both Montana and North Dakota determine the interim studies that will be considered. 
Montana solicits the legislators for their preference of studies based on those adopted from the regular 
session, while North Dakota prepares an interim directive with interim studies from the regular session that 
are determined by a joint interim committee. In Montana, the statutes stipulate the composition of the 
member, which includes standing committee member, political affiliation, and those that will be present the 
next session. In both states there is a structure in place to keep the legislative body informed of the interim 
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 Modifications means the legislative measures was passed as ―amended and do passed‖ rather than ―do 
passed.‖ 
82
 The measures amended for Montana totaled 57.9 percent and 59.3 percent for North Dakota. 
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activity. In North Dakota, the legislators are presented with an overview of the interim session activity and 
output during the organizational meeting of the legislative body prior to the commencement of the regular 
legislative session.  In Montana, a list of the final reports and the abstract is submitted to the legislators.  
Additionally, both Montana and North Dakota were found to have the lowest total average of 
interim committee meetings.
83
 Excluding Texas, Montana averaged the most interim meetings of the 
committees, as well as the ratio of highest frequency of interim meetings per committee.
84
 The number of 
interim committee meetings in North Dakota was much lower; however, the ratio of the frequency of 
interim meeting per committee was second only to Montana
85
. Therefore, the results of the data indicate 
that North Dakota and Montana had the lowest total average of interim committees. Furthermore, while 
Montana had a higher frequency of interim meetings than North Dakota, both states were found to have the 
highest ratio of meetings per committee. This indicates that theses states held less committees that met 
more frequently compared to the other states.  
Composition of Legislative Measures Passed Each Regular Session 
 The rate to which the passage of measures derived from the interim has an impact on the overall 
passage rate of legislative measures was found to vary by state. Most notably, in Montana the interim 
measures comprised nearly a fourth of all the measures passed. This can be attributed to a variety of factors 
observed during the study. The composition of interim measures proposed was greater than any other state 
and had the greatest percentage of interim measures compared to total measures introduced of the states 
evaluated.
86
  Additionally, the factors of a high passage rate, especially compared to the low percentage of 
non-interim measure passage rate, contributed to the high percentage of measures passed in Montana.
87
  
More common was the finding that in the other states the number of measures comprised a smaller portion 
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 The total average of interim meetings for Montana was 26.3 committees per interim and 26 committee 
per interim for North Dakota. 
84
 Montana averaged 251 interim committee meetings and averaged a ratio of 9.9 interim committee 
meetings per committee. However, the distribution of the frequency of interim meetings is not equal among 
committees.  
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 North Dakota averaged 162 interim committee meetings and averaged a ratio of  6.2  interim committee 
meetings per committee. However, the distribution of the frequency of interim meetings in not equal among 
committees. 
86
 Montana had the greatest number of interim measures introduced on average each regular session, which 
was 251 measures. 
87
 The interim measures comprised 14.1 percent of the total measures introduced and 22.7 percent of the 
total measures passed. The passage rate for interim measures was 71.1 percent, while the passage rate for 
non-interim measures was 39.4 percent. 
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of the total measures passed.
88
 Based on the findings of the case study, the greatest probability for 
legislation derived in the interim to become law would be in a state where the introduction of interim 
measures has a high percentage and the passage rate of interim measures also has a high percentage.  
Additional Finding: Texas State Legislature 
 One of the most notable finding in the case study was the lack of data attributed to the process by 
which interim session recommendations are introduced as legislative measures. During the three interim 
periods evaluated, the state was found on average to issue 356 charges to a total 91 interim committees that 
hold 435 interim meetings. The sheer volume of the number of interim committees far exceeds the other 
four states evaluated in the case study. However, there is no procedure in place by which to efficiently track 
interim policy recommendations through the regular legislative session.  Feedback from various staff 
members on the House, Senate and legislative research services supported this finding, or lack thereof, for 
procedures set in place. Much more common is for leadership, the committee chair or an individual 
legislator to proceed forward with the recommendation. Given the amount of time and resources utilized in 
the interim, it appears surprising that such procedures are not utilized. This is not to say that the interim 
committee recommendations that result in the interim reports are not introduced: in fact they are. However, 
again these recommendations do not lend the possibility to cohesively track them without considerable time 
and the risk of error of omitting recommendations from the data collection.   
Data Not Included in the Study 
 In order to follow the introduction and passage rate of legislative measures that originated from 
the interim, the case study data was compiled based on interim measures that were noted to be associated to 
interim committees.  This process was used to assure uniform data collection between the states. While this 
process captures a majority of the interim recommendations, it may not include every recommendation that 
was discussed during the course of the interim. For example, a legislator may individually choose to 
sponsor legislation that was a result of an interim committee. This is not captured in the data.  Furthermore, 
during the regular session bills are frequently amended. In some cases the concept of an interim bill may be 
amended into another bill. In this case the bill may appear to have failed based on the legislative history; 
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 The average percentage passage of total measure the remaining states was 10.0 percent for Oregon; 6.1 
percent for North Dakota; and 5.4 percent for Nevada. 
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however, the concept of the policy was carried forward through the amendment. In both examples, the 
legislation is increasing difficult to track. 
There are a number of meetings over the duration of the interim, in an attempt to keep the interim 
activity evaluated uniform between states, the data compiled focused on interim committees and interim 
study committees as opposed to non-legislative committees. These non-legislative committees may include 
an appointment of a legislative member, but is not commonly composed of the majority of legislators. The 
case where this was most prevalent was in Nevada and Oregon. 
Recommendations for Future Research on Interim Sessions 
The paper is a beginning, not an end, to the study of the functionality of interim sessions. As stated 
by the National Conference of State Legislatures, ―the interim must be looked at strategically and 
realistically to ensure that the most important issues are being addressed‖ (Interim Procedures, 1990). As 
steps are made to expand the body of knowledge of the interim session workload and its impact on the 
overall passage rate of legislation during the regular session, a number of potential further studies have 
been listed for further consideration. 
NCSL 1990 and 2010 Survey of Findings 
Evaluating the interim session over time would additionally warrant future consideration as a 
study. The NCSL survey data from 1990, along with the selected sampling of states that updated the data in 
2010, demonstrated that very limited modifications have been made to the over structure of the interim 
functionality. However, there are some changes that go unnoticed based on the survey results.  For 
example, Oregon has been performing interim legislative days, Nevada has limited the duration of interim 
committee and study committee meetings, and Texas his holding roughly half of its interim meetings 
during special session.  Does this have an impact on the structure of the interim? 
Evaluation of Professionalism Utilizing Squire’s Model 
The ideal future study would be the application of Squires‘ measurement model of professionalism 
to the states‘ interim process. Such a measurement model has already been established, however, the results 
are based on the findings of regular session activity, not the interim. Based on the NSCL 1990 survey data 
the majority of the seven states that convened biennially during this time the data was collected were found 
to have a higher professional rankings (i.e. not as professional as low rankings). The application of this 
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model to the interim session for the fifty states would provide some insight and comparison to the 
effectiveness of the interim session. However, in order to apply the model a considerable amount of time 
and research will need to be devoted to gathering the data in each state, which is not often easy based on 
the research compiled in this paper.   
Effects of Changing to Annual Sessions on the Functionality of Interim Sessions 
This paper only briefly touches on the changes to the structure of the interim session over the 
decades, based on the selected state survey results from NCSL in 2010. There has been a movement over 
the past five decades to hold annual legislative sessions, instead of meeting biennially. The most recent 
states that have changed to annual sessions are Kentucky (2001), Arkansas (2010) and Oregon (2011). An 
evaluation of the impact of the shift from biennial to annual sessions on the functionality and structure of 
the interim sessions, would merit interest.  
Variation between Interim Sessions: Annual and Biennial Legislatures 
Recall that in the University of Vermont study (2008), comprised of data from Rosenthal (2004), it 
concluded that the difference in the hours legislators worked between Maryland and Vermont were great, 
due in part to the session length and whether it was a citizen legislature (p.3). Therefore, interim activity is 
utilized as a means to supplement the regular session. In a future study it would be interesting to expand on 
the biennial data to include a sampling of annual states that meet on a limited basis and annual states that 
meet continuously. By sampling the different states this will assist in a more detailed understanding as to 
how the states utilize the interim. For example, a state such as North Dakota may not utilize the 
functionality of the interim as the same way a state such as California may use it.   
Issue Specific Related Study of the Interim Session Workload and Output of Measures 
This paper does not delve into the issue specific legislative measures. Instead the study evaluates 
the quantity, not the content, of interim activity. A future study may entail an evaluation of the types of 
interim measures that are passed. For example, are more education measures introduced compared public 
safety? Both the interim committees and the output of measures could be categorized to determine if there 
is any trend to the times of policy issues that are being addressed during the interim, as well as passed 
during the regular session. 
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This paper began with an interest into the functionality of the legislative session during the 
interim. The journey of the research has expanded to expose us to the structure of the interim session, the 
output derived from the workload of the interim, and productivity of the interim session activity. While the 
data has led to further insights into the  interim session , based on the questions yet to be answered, it is the 
belief that further evaluation of the interim session is warranted and welcomed.  
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APPENDIX 
SUPPLEMENTAL DATA 
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 Table A.1: State Legislative Session Duration 
STATE SESSION DURATION OF SESSION 
Alabama Annual 30 L in 105 C 
Alaska Annual 121 C 
Arizona Annual No restriction * 
Arkansas (Annual as of 2010) 60 C 
California Annual None 
Colorado Annual 120 C 
Connecticut Annual Restrictions based on year 
Delaware Annual June 30 
Florida Annual 60 C 
Georgia Annual 40 L 
Hawaii Annual 60 L 
Idaho Annual None 
Illinois Annual None 
Indiana Annual Odd- 61 C/ even- 30 C 
Iowa Annual None 
Kansas Annual Odd-none/even-60 C 
Kentucky Annual Odd-30 L/even 60-L 
Louisiana Annual Even-60L in 85C/ Odd-45L in 60C 
Maine Annual Third Wed. of June/Third Wed. of April 
Maryland Annual 90 C 
Massachusetts Biennial Continuous 
Michigan Annual None 
Minnesota Annual 120 L 
Mississippi Annual 120C/ 90C 
Missouri Annual May 30 
Montana Annual 90 L 
Nebraska Annual Odd-90L/even-60L 
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Nevada Biennial 120 C 
New Hampshire Annual 45L 
New Jersey Annual None 
New Mexico Annual Odd-60C/even-30C 
New York Annual None 
North Carolina Annual None 
North Dakota Biennial 80L 
Ohio Annual None 
Oklahoma Annual Last Friday in May 
Oregon Biennial None 
Pennsylvania Annual None 
Rhode Island Annual None 
South Carolina Annual None 
South Dakota Annual Odd-40L/even-35L 
Tennessee Annual 90L 
Texas Biennial 140C 
Utah Annual 45C 
Vermont Annual None 
Virginia Annual Odd-30C/even-60C 
Washington Annual Odd-105C/even-60c 
West Virginia Annual 60C 
Wisconsin Biennial None 
Wyoming Annual Odd-40L/even-20L 
District of Columbia Annual Jan. 2 odd year; ends Jan. 1 odd year 
Source: Book of the States (2004).
89
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 The table above references data from the Book of the States (2006) p. 89-91, Table 3.2.  Additionally 
information pertaining to continuation plus limited has been added for reference. Note in Massachusetts, 
the Book of the States references Massachusetts as biennial, whoever it continually goes through both years 
so it is not referenced as biennial for the purpose of this study.   
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Table A.2:  Variation in Interim Committee Types Based on Annual and Biennial 
Legislatures (1990) n = 44 
 
Types of Committees  Annual Session Biennial Session 
Standing  67.6 percent 57.1 percent 
Select  73.0 percent 57.1 percent 
Ad Hoc  54.0 percent 28.6 percent 
Task Force  64.9 percent 42.9 percent 
Public –Private  59.4 percent 14.3 percent 
 
 
 
Table A.3:  Variation in Interim Committee Types Based on the Regular Session Length 
Restricted versus Non-Restricted (1990)  n = 44 
 
Types of Committees  
Session Length 
Restrictions 
Session Length Non-
Restrictions 
Standing  73.0 percent 33.3 percent 
Select  78.4 percent 33.3 percent 
Ad Hoc  51.4 percent 50.0 percent 
Task Force  64.9 percent 50.0 percent 
Public –Private  51.3 percent 66.7 percent 
 
 
Table A.4:  Variation in Interim Committee Types Based on Total Number of Legislators 
(1990)  n = 44 
 
Types of Committees 
Legislators: 
1 > 69 
Legislators: 
70 > 139 
Legislators: 
140 > 209 
Legislators: 
>210 
Standing 50.0 percent 50.0 percent 77.3 percent 100 percent 
Select 75.0 percent 50.0 percent 81.8 percent 100 percent 
Ad Hoc 50.0 percent 43.8 percent 59.1 percent 0.0 percent 
Task Force 50.0 percent 68.8 percent 59.1 percent 50 percent 
Public –Private 75.0 percent 68.8 percent 59.1 percent 0 percent 
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Figure A.1: Size of Interim Committee Type Usage Based on Selected States (1990 & 2010) 
 
 
 
 
 
Table A.5: Variation in the Interim Committee Membership Composition 
Based on Annual and Biennial Legislatures (1990)  n = 44 
 
Committee Membership Annual Session 
Biennial 
Session 
All Legislators 51.1 percent 71.4 percent 
Non-Legislative Members 70.3 percent 85.8 percent 
   
Standing Committee Intact 59.5 percent 42.9 percent 
Appointed by Leadership 89.2 percent 85.8 percent 
Appointed by Joint Nonpartisan 
Commission 
27.0 percent 42.9 percent 
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Table A.6: Variation in the Interim Committee Membership Composition Based on Total 
Legislators (1990)  n = 44 
 
Committee Membership 
Legislators: 
1 > 69 
Legislators: 
70 > 139 
Legislators: 
140 > 209 
Legislators: 
>210 
All Legislators 75.0 percent 31.3 percent 50.0 percent 50.0 percent 
Non-Legislative Members 100 percent 37.5 percent 86.4 percent 0.0 percent 
     
Standing Committee Intact 75.0 percent 18.8 percent 68.2 percent 100 percent 
Appointed by Leadership 75.0 percent 50.0 percent 90.9 percent 100 percent 
Appointed by Joint Nonpartisan 
Commission 
50.0 percent 25.0 percent 18.2 percent 0.0 percent 
 
 
 
 
Table A.7: Variation in the Interim Committee Chair Selection Process Based on 
Annual and Biennial Legislatures (1990)  n = 44 
 
Committee Chair Selection Annual Session Biennial Session 
Standing Committee 64.9 percent 28.6 percent 
Selected by Leadership 62.2 percent 42.9 percent 
Selected by Interim Committee 50.0 percent 42.9 percent 
Bills/Resolution Sponsor 16.2 percent 0.0 percent 
 
 
Table A.8: Variation in the Interim Committee Chair Selection Based on Total Legislators 
(1990)  n = 44 
 
Committee Chair Selection 
Legislators: 
1 > 69 
Legislators: 
70 > 139 
Legislators: 
140 > 209 
Legislators: 
>210 
Standing Committee 75 percent 25 percent 59 percent 100 percent 
Selected by Leadership 50 percent 38 percent 63 percent 50 percent 
Selected by Interim 
Committee 
50 percent 31 percent 54 percent 50 percent 
Bills/Resolution Sponsor 25 percent 6 percent 9 percent 100 percent 
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Table A.9:  Variation in the Powers (Authority) of Interim Committees Based 
on Annual and Biennial Legislatures (1990)  n = 44 
 
Power of Authority  Annual Session 
Biennial 
Session 
Draft Legislation  97.3 percent 100 percent 
Prefile Legislation  46.0 percent 71.4 percent 
Recommend Floor Action  37.9 percent 28.6 percent 
Conduct Investigations  81.1 percent 100 percent 
Conduct Public Hearings  94.6 percent 100 percent 
Conduct Special Studies  97.3 percent 100 percent 
Oversight of Agencies/Programs  86.5 percent 100 percent 
 
 
 
Table A.10:  Variation in the Powers (Authority) of Interim Committees Based on the 
Regular Session Length Restricted versus Non-Restricted (1990)  n = 44 
 
Power of Authority  
Session Length 
Restrictions 
Session Length Non-
Restrictions 
Draft Legislation  97.4 percent 100 percent 
Prefile Legislation  54.1 percent 33.3 percent 
Recommend Floor Action  40.6 percent 16.6 percent 
Conduct Investigations  89.2 percent 66.7 percent 
Conduct Public Hearings  100 percent 83.3 percent 
Conduct Special Studies  100 percent 100 percent 
Oversight of  Agencies/Programs  72.3 percent 100 percent 
 
 
Table A.11: Variation in the Interim Committee Chair Selection Based on Total Legislators 
(1990)  n = 44 
 
Power of Authority 
Legislators: 
1 > 69 
Legislators: 
70 > 139 
Legislators: 
140 > 209 
Legislators: 
>210 
Draft Legislation 100 percent 93.8 percent 100 percent 100 percent 
Prefile Legislation 75 percent 62. 5percent 40.9 percent 0 percent 
Recommend Floor Action 25 percent 25 percent 90.9 percent 100 percent 
Conduct Investigations 100 percent 75 percent 100 percent 50 percent 
Conduct Public Hearings 100 percent 87.5 percent 95.5 percent 100 percent 
Conduct Special Studies 100 percent 100 percent 90.9 percent 100 percent 
Oversight of Agencies/Programs 75 percent 93.8 percent 13.6 percent 50 percent 
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Figure A.2:  Comparison of the Powers (Authority) of Interim  
Committees Based on Selected States (1990 & 2010) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table A.12:  Variation in the Funding Source for Interim Committees Based on Annual 
and Biennial Legislatures (1990) n = 44 
 
Funding Source  Annual Session Biennial Session 
Standing Committee Budget  29.7 percent 14.3 percent 
Special Appropriation  43.2 percent 57.1 percent 
Other  2.7 percent 14.3 percent 
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Figure A.3:  Comparison of the Funding Sources for Interim  
Committees’ Activity Based on Selected States (1990 & 2010) 
 
 
 
 
 
Table A.13:  Variation in the Staffing for Interim Committees Based on the Regular 
Session Length Restricted vs Non-Restricted (1990) n = 44 
 
Staffing   
Regular Session 
Length Restrictions 
Regular Session Length 
Non-Restricted 
Standing Committee Staff  60.5 percent 50 percent 
Nonpartisan Staff  71.0 percent 100 percent 
Caucus Staff  10.6 percent 0 percent 
Research, Hired by Chair  23.7 percent 33.3 percent 
Clerical, Nonpartisan 
Commission 
 26.3 percent 0 percent 
Clerical, Hired by Chair  21.0 percent 0 percent 
Other  18.4 percent 50 percent 
 
  
1
4
0 0 00
1
5
1
2
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
Standing 
Committee
Special Approp. Senate/House 
Budget
Joint Nonpart 
Ctme
Other
N
u
m
b
er
 o
f 
S
ta
te
 
L
eg
is
la
tu
re
s 
(n
=
8
)
Categories of Funding Options (1990 & 2010)
* Data comprised from NCSL 1990 & 2010 survey reults. This data reflects 
the state legislatures that hav responded to the request for updated 
information.
1990
2010
  
137 
Table A.14:  Variation in the Staffing for Interim Committees Based on Annual vs 
Biennial Sessions (1990) n = 44 
 
Staffing   Annual Session  Biennial Session 
Standing Committee Staff  59.5 percent 57.0 percent 
Nonpartisan Staff  73.0 percent 86.0 percent 
Caucus Staff  10.8 percent 0 percent 
Research, Hired by Chair  24.3 percent 29.0 percent 
Clerical, Nonpartisan 
Commission 
 24.3 percent 14.0 percent 
Clerical, Hired by Chair  18.9 percent 14.0 percent 
Other  21.6 percent 29.0 percent 
 
 
Figure A.4:  Comparison of the Staffing for Interim Committees Based on Selected States (1990 & 
2010) 
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Table A.15:  Studied Interim Activity of the Montana Legislature (2003-2004 Interim) 
 
Interim Committee Total  Assembly  Senate Staff Mtgs 
Draft 
Measures 
Children, Families, Health and Human 
Services 
8 4 4 2 10 40 
Economic Affairs Commission 8 4 4 4 9 37 
Education and Local Government 
Committee 
12 6 6 3 4 16 
K-12 Subcommittee 4 4 0 1 3 0 
Local Government 4 1 3 5 3 0 
Postsecondary Education Policy and 
Budget 
7 1 3 5 3 0 
Energy and Telecommunications 
Committee 
8 4 4 1 9 5 
Environmental Quality Council 17 6 6 n/a 14 44 
Agency Oversight Subcommittee 8 5 1 1 4 0 
Energy Subcommittee 6 1 4 1 6 0 
Law and Justice Committee 12 6 6 3 6 38 
Revise the Public Defender System 
Subcommittee 
5 2 3 3 3 0 
Legislative Computer Systems 
Planning Council 
7 1 0 1 4 0 
Revenue and Transportation 
Committee 
12 6 6 3 10 28 
State Administration and Veteran's 
Affairs Committee 
7 3 4 3 5 53 
MHP Recruitment Subcommittee 3 2 1 3 1 0 
State-Tribal Relations Committee 8 4 4 3 8 6 
Legislative Consumer Committee 4 2 2 6 6 0 
Legislative Council 12 6 6 4 n/a 0 
Audit Committee 12 6 6 16 n/a 0 
Finance Committee 12 6 6 17 11 0 
Total (21 committees / 
subcommittees) 
176 80 79 85 119 267 
Ratio 8.4 3.8 3.8 4.3 6.3 12.7 
Note: "N/A" designates that information was not available. 
Committees in italics are subcommittees. 
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Table A.16:  Studied Interim Activity of the Montana Legislature (2005-2006  Interim) 
 
          
Interim Committees Total House Senate  Staff  Mtgs 
Draft 
Measures 
Children, Families, 
Health and Human 
Services 
8 4 4 3 11 10 
Economic Affairs 
Commission 
8 4 4 3 8 1 
SJR 35 Subcommittee 3 2 1 2 3 0 
Education and Local 
Government Committee 
12 6 6 3 5 10 
Postsecondary 
Education Policy 
Subcommittee 
8 2 2 2 5 0 
Local Government 
Subcommittee 
7 3 4 3 5 0 
Energy and 
Telecommunications 
Committee 
8 4 4 3 8 8 
Environmental Quality 
Council 
12 6 6 n/a 8 10 
Agency Oversight 
Subcommittee 
5 2 2 1 9 0 
Study Subcommittee 5 2 2 2 5 0 
HB 790 Subcommittee 6 2 2 2 11 0 
Law and Justice 
Committee 
12 6 6 3 14 46 
Legislative Computer 
Systems Planning 
Council 
8 1 2 1 4 1 
Quality Schools 
Committee 
8 4 4 4 20 0 
Revenue and 
Transportation 
Committee 
12 6 6 3 10 37 
State Administration and 
Veteran's Affairs 
Committee 
8 4 4 3 12 59 
State-Tribal Relations 
Committee 
8 4 4 3 7 2 
Legislative Consumer 
Committee 
4 2 2 6 0 0 
Legislative Council 12 6 6 3 n/a 0 
Audit Committee 12 6 6 16 n/a 0 
Finance Committee 12 6 6 17 n/a 0 
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Total (21 committees / 
subcommittees) 
178 82 83 83 145 184 
Ratio 8.5 3.9 4.0 0.4 4.2 8.1 8.8 
Note: "N/A" designates that information was not available. 
Committees in italics are subcommittees. Special Session held December 14, 2005. 
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Table A.17:  Studied Interim Activity of the Montana Legislature (2007-2008 Interim) 
        
Interim Committees Total  House  Senate  Staff   Mtgs 
Draft 
Measures 
Children, Families, Health and 
Human Services 
8 4 4 4 11 31 
Children, Families, Health and 
Human Services Subcommittee (SJR 
15) 
2 1 1 1 2 0 
Economic Affairs Commission 8 4 4 4 10 36 
HJR 48 Subcommittee 4 3 1 3 4 0 
Education and Local Government 
Committee 
12 6 6 3 11 19 
HB 49 - Special Purpose Districts 
Subcommittee 
10 2 2 6 3 0 
PEPB Subcommittee 8 2 2 2 5 0 
K-12 Subcommittee 8 2 2 2 5 0 
Energy and Telecommunications 
Committee 
8 4 4 3 10 4 
Environmental Quality Council 17 6 6 4 14 47 
Agency Oversight Subcommittee 6 4 1 1 6 0 
Petroleum Tank Release Fund 
Subcommittee 
4 3 1 3 4 0 
EQC WPIC Joint Subcommittee 6 2 4 2 4 0 
Fire Suppression Committee 12 6 6 4 14 41 
Contractors Subcommittee 5 3 2 1 2 0 
Wildland-Urban Interface/Local 
Issues Subcommittee 
6 3 3 3 3 0 
Infrastructure Subcommittee 9 3 6 4 3 0 
Law and Justice Committee 12 6 6 3 16 33 
Adult Justice Working Group 
Subcommittee 
6 3 3 n/a 1 0 
Juvenile Justice Working Group 
Subcommittee 
6 3 3 n/a 1 0 
Jail Standards and Suicide 
Prevention Subcommittee 
3 1 2 n/a 1 0 
Detainee Medical Cost 
Subcommittee 
5 3 2 n/a 1 0 
Legislative Computer Systems 
Planning Council 
8 1 1 1 4 0 
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Revenue and Transportation 
Committee 
12 6 6 3 15 30 
HB 488 - Study of Property Tax 
Subcommittee 
6 3 3 1 4 0 
SJR 31- Study of Taxation and 
School Funding Subcommittee 
6 3 3 1 3 0 
State Administration and Veteran's 
Affairs Committee 
8 4 4 4 9 53 
State-Tribal Relations Committee 8 4 4 3 9 0 
Water Policy Committee 8 4 4 2 22 8 
EQC WPIC Joint Subcommittee 6 2 4 2 4 0 
Legislative Consumer Committee 4 2 2 6 5 0 
Legislative Council 12 6 6 3 n/a 0 
Audit Committee 12 6 6 16 n/a 0 
Finance Committee 12 6 6 17 12 0 
Budget and Appropriations 
Subcommittee 
4 2 2 4 9 0 
Long Range Planning Work Group 4 2 2 2 7 0 
Montana State Fund Worker's 
Compensation 
4 2 2 1 6 0 
Total (37 committees / 
subcommittees) 
279 127 126 119 240 302 
Ratio 7.5 3.4 3.4 3.6 6.9 8.2 
Notes: 
 "N/A" designates that information was not available. 
 Committees in italics are subcommittees. 
 Special Sessions: May 10 – May 15, 2007 & September 5, 2007 
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Table A.18:  Studied Interim Activity of the Nevada Legislature (2003-2004 Interim) 
 
                    
Interim Committee Total  Assembly  Senate Staff Mtgs 
Draft 
Measure 
Interim Finance Committee 20 13 7 7 13 0 
IFC Subcommittee on 
Community Triage Center 
5 3 2 6 1 0 
IFC Subcommittee on 
Southern Nevada Women's 
Correctional Facility 
6 3 3 5 2 0 
LC Audit Subcommittee 5 3 2 3 5 0 
Legislative Commission 12 6 6 8 9 0 
LC Budget Subcommittee 21 14 7 2 5 0 
Legislative Commission's 
Subcommittee on Information 
Technology 
5 3 2 3 4 0 
Legislative Commission's 
Subcommittee to Review Open 
Meeting Las as Related to the 
Board of Regents 
6 3 3 4 2 0 
Legislative Commission’s 
Subcommittee on the 
Legislative Counsel Bureau 
Biennial Budget Review 
7 4 3 2 1 0 
Legislative Commission's 
Subcommittee on Security 
Subcommittee 
4 2 2 3 1 0 
Commission on Special 
License Plates 
8 3 2 3 3 0 
Committee on High-Level 
Radioactive Waste 
9 4 5 4 3 0 
Committee on Industrial 
Programs 
11 2 2 4 5 0 
Committee to Consult the 
Director 
8 5 3 5 1 0 
Committee to Evaluate Higher 
Education Programs 
12 3 3 9 7 1 
Subcommittee of the 
Committee to Evaluate Higher 
Education Programs  
4 1 1 5 1 0 
Committee to Review 
Regulations 
7 3 4 2 3 0 
Interim Retirement and 
Benefits Committee 
6 3 3 4 2 0 
Committee for Local 
Government Taxes and 
Finance 
8 4 4 3 4 3 
Committee for the Review and 
Oversight of the Tahoe 
6 3 3 4 7 3 
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Regional Planning Agency 
and the Marlette Lake Water 
System 
Committee on Children, 
Youth and Families 
10 6 4 4 5 10 
Children, Youth and 
Families Adoption 
Subcommittee 
1 0 1 4 1 0 
Committee on Children, 
Youth and Families Kinship 
Care  Subcommittee 
1 1 0 4 1 0 
Legislative Committee on 
Education 
8 4 4 4 8 9 
Legislative Committee on 
Health Care 
6 3 3 3 6 1 
Legislative Committee on 
Health Care Subcommittee to 
Study Current Challenges of 
Ensuring Adequate Health 
Care is Available to all 
Nevadans 
6 3 3 3 0 0 
Legislative Committee on 
Health Care Subcommittee to 
Study Health Insurance 
Expansion Options 
8 4 3 3 4 0 
Legislative Committee on 
Health Care Subcommittee to 
Study Medial and Societal 
Costs and Impacts on Obesity 
6 2 2 3 3 0 
Legislative Health Care 
Subcommittee to Study 
Staffing of the System for 
Delivery of Health Care in 
Nevada 
3 2 1 3 3 0 
Legislative Committee on 
Persons with Disabilities 
6 3 3 4 5 9 
Legislative Committee on 
Public Lands 
7 3 3 3 13 10 
Public Lands Subcommittee 
to Study Changing State 
Boundary Line with Utah 
6 3 3 3 5 0 
Public Lands Subcommittee 
to Study Wilderness Ares and 
Wilderness Study Areas 
6 3 3 3 5 1 
Committee on Taxation, 
Public Revenue and Tax 
Policy 
8 4 4 4 4 2 
Nevada Mental Health Plan 
implementation Commission 
10 3 3 3 7 3 
Mental Health Subcommittee 6 3 3 3 1 0 
Task Force for the Fund for a 
Healthy NV  
10 2 2 4 11 2 
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Task Force Subcommittee to 
Study Health Care Priorities 
of the Task Force 
4 1 1 4 1 0 
Allocation of Limousines 8 5 3 3 3 1 
Criminal Justice System in 
Rural NV and Transitional 
House for Released Offenders 
6 3 3 5 5 5 
Feasibility of Long-Range 
Mass Transit within State and 
to Urban Areas of 
Neighboring States 
10 5 5 3 5 5 
Juvenile Justice Systems 6 3 3 4 5 1 
NV Industrial Insurance 
Programs 
6 3 3 3 4 4 
Public Employees‘ Benefits 
Program 
6 3 3 5 3 0 
Telecommunication Services 
in Nevada 
5 3 3 3 5 0 
Total 
Committee/Subcommittee 
(45) 
329 160 136 174 192 70 
Ratio 7.3 3.6 3.0 3.9 4.3 1.6 
Non - Legislative Committees 
(22) 
                  
  Notes: 
 "N/A" designates that information was not available.  
 Committees in italics are subcommittees. 
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Table A.19:  Studied Interim Activity of the Nevada Legislature (2005-2006 Interim) 
                    
Interim Committees Total  Assembly  Senate Staff Mtgs 
Draft 
Measure 
Interim Finance Committee 21 14 7 7 13 0 
Legislative Commission 12 6 6 8 8 0 
Subcommittee on 
Information Technology 
5 3 2 4 4 0 
Budget Subcommittee 21 14 7 5 0 0 
Legislative Commission's 
Audit Subcommittee 
5 3 2 3 6 0 
Legislative Commission's 
Subcommittee to Review 
Regulations 
6 3 3 1 7 0 
Accept Governor's Portrait 2 2 0 1 0 0 
Bureau Biennial Budget 
Review Committee 
8 4 4 1 0 0 
Security Subcommittee 4 2 2 3 0 0 
Commission on Special License 
Plates 
5 3 2 4 3 5 
Committee on High-Level 
Radioactive Waste 
8 4 4 4 3 0 
Committee on Industrial 
Programs 
11 2 2 3 5 0 
Committee to Consult the 
Director 
10 5 5 5 3 0 
Interim Retirement and 
Benefits committee 
6 3 3 6 3 0 
Legislative Committee for the 
Review and Oversight of the 
Tahoe Regional Planning 
Agency and Marlette Lake 
Water System 
6 3 3 3 5 2 
Legislative Committee on 
Education 
8 4 4 5 8 9 
Legislative Education 
Subcommittee on the 
Effectiveness of Career and 
Technical High Schools 
4 2 2 5 5 3 
Legislative Committee on 
Health Care 
6 3 3 5 12 10 
Legislative Committee on 
Health Care Subcommittee to 
Study Service for the Treatment 
and Prevention of Substance 
Abuse  
4 2 2 4 3 0 
  
147 
Legislative Committee on 
Persons with Disabilities 
6 3 3 6 7 4 
Legislative Committee on 
Public Lands 
7 3 3 3 13 9 
Legislative Committee on 
Taxation, Public Revenue and 
Tax Policy 
8 4 4 4 3 0 
Task Force for the Fund for a 
Healthy Nevada 
9 1 2 5 8 3 
Study on Lease-Purchase and 
Installment-Purchase 
Agreements by Public Entities 
8 2 2 5 5 5 
Availability and Inventory of 
Affordable Housing 
6 3 3 4 6 5 
Feasibility and Advisability of 
Consolidating Water-Related 
Services in Washoe County 
6 3 3 4 6 1 
Protection of Natural 
Treasurers 
7 4 3 4 5 5 
Public Employees Benefits 
Program 
6 3 3 6 6 0 
Sentencing and Pardons, and 
Parole and Probation 
7 4 3 4 5 5 
Subcommittee to Oversee the 
Consultants to Study the 
Health, Safety, Welfare, and 
Right so Children in Gov. 
Entities/Private Facilities 
6 3 3 5 7 0 
Taxation of Real Property 6 3 3 4 2 0 
Use, Management and 
Allocation of Water Resources 
8 4 4 4 7 5 
Subcommittee to Oversee the 
Consultant to Study the Health, 
Safety, Welfare, and Civil and 
Other Rights of Children in the 
Care of Certain Governmental 
Entities or Private Facilities 
(AB 580) 
6 4 2 2 5 3 
Total Committees (33) 248 126 104 137 173 74 
Ratio 7.5 3.8 3.2 4.2 5.2 2.2 
 Non Legislative (25) 
Notes 
 "N/A" designates that information was not available. 
 Committees in italics are subcommittees. 
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Table A.20:  Studied Interim Activity of the Nevada Legislature (2007-2008 Interim) 
           
Interim Committees Total  Assembly  Senate Staff Mtgs 
Draft 
Measure 
Interim Finance Committee 21 14 7 7 15 0 
IFC Subcommittee to 
Review Allocations for 
Homeless 
6 3 3 4 2 0 
IFC Subcommittee to 
Review Public Works Board 
Matters 
6 3 3 4 6 0 
Legislative Commission 12 6 6 8 9 0 
Legislative Commission 
Subcommittee to Review 
Regulations 
6 3 3 5 3 0 
Legislative Commission 
Audit Subcommittee 
5 3 2 3 5 0 
Legislative Commission 
Budget Subcommittee 
21 14 7 2 5 0 
Legislative Commission 
Information Technology 
Subcommittee 
6 3 3 3 1 0 
Implementation of Courts 
Chancery 
6 3 3 3 5 1 
Issues Related to Senior 
Citizens and Veterans 
6 3 3 4 6 5 
Mortgage Lending and 
Housing Issues 
6 3 0` 5 6 5 
Placement of Children in 
Foster Care 
6 3 3 4 5 5 
Transportation Issues 6 3 3 5 6 1 
Commission on Special 
License Plates 
5 3 2 3 3 5 
Committee on High-Level 
Radioactive Waste 
8 4 4 3 2 0 
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Committee on Industrial 
Programs 
10 2 2 4 4 0 
Committee to Consult with 
the Director 
10 5 5 5 2 0 
Interim Retirement and 
Benefits Committee 
6 3 3 4 2 0 
Legislative Committee for 
the Review and Oversight of 
Tahoe Regional Planning 
Agency 
6 3 3 4 5 1 
Legislative Committee on 
Education 
8 4 4 6 10 10 
Legislative Committee on 
HealthCare 
6 3 3 5 12 10 
LHC Subcommittee on 
Review the Laws and 
Regulations Governing HC, 
Use of Lasers and IPL 
Therapy, and Cosmetic 
injections 
3 1 2 3 3 0 
Legislative Committee on 
Public Lands 
7 3 3 4 9 9 
Legislative Committee to 
Oversee the Western 
Regional Water Commission 
6 3 3 4 5 4 
Total Committees (31) 188 98 80 102 131 56 
Ratio 6.1 3.2 2.6 3.3 4.2 2.4 
Non –Legislative Committees (31), and 7 other Advisory committees. 
Notes: 
 "N/A" designates that information was not available. 
 Committees in italics are subcommittees. 
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Table A.21:  Studied Interim Activity of the North Dakota Legislature 
 (2003-2004 Interim) 
 
 
Interim Committee Total  Assembly  Senate Staff Mtgs 
Draft 
Measure 
Legislative Council * 16 8 8 1 4 0 
Administrative Rules 
Committee 
21 13 8 1 5 3 
Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations 
12 2 2 1 5 0 
Budget Section 42 25 17 2 6 1 
Budget Committee on 
Government Services 
15 9 6 2 6 0 
Budget Committee on Health 
Care 
17 11 6 2 6 0 
Budget Committee on 
Human Services 
16 8 8 2 6 2 
Commerce Committee 16 12 4 1 7 3 
Criminal Justice Committee 14 10 4 1 6 7 
Economic Development 
Committee 
18 13 5 1 9 2 
Education Committee 24 18 6 1 5 3 
Electric Industry Competition 
Committee 
12 6 6 1 5 0 
Emergency Services 
Committee 
15 11 4 1 5 1 
Employee Benefits Programs 
Committee 
9 5 4 1 5 0 
Government Performance 
and Accountability 
Committee 
11 3 3 2 7 1 
Higher Education Committee 16 10 6 2 9 4 
Information Technology 
Committee 
12 6 5 2 13 2 
Judicial Process Committee 10 5 5 1 4 2 
Legislative Audit And Fiscal 
Reiew Committee 
16 12 4 2 5 0 
Legislative Compensation 
Committee 
0 0 0 0 2 0 
Legislative Management 
Committee 
10 5 5 1 6 1 
Natural Resources 
Committee 
15 11 4 1 5 2 
No Child Left Behind 
Committee 
11 6 5 1 5 2 
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Public Services Committee 8 6 2 1 4 3 
Taxation Committee 25 16 9 1 5 6 
Transportation Committee 12 8 4 1 7 2 
Total (26 committee 
/subcommittees) 
393 239 140 33 152 47 
Ratio  16.4 10.0 5.8 1.4 6.3 2.0 
* Legislative Council was changed to Legislative Management with 
HR1436 of 2009. 
Notes: 
 "N/A" designates that information was not available. 
 Committees in italics are subcommittees. 
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Table A.22:  Studied Interim Activity of the North Dakota Legislature (2005-2006 Interim) 
  
    
Interim Committee Total  Assembly  Senate Staff Mtgs Report 
Draft 
Measure  
Stateme
nt 
Legislative Council * 17 9 8 1 6 0 0 
  
Administrative Rules 
Committee 
23 14 9 1 7 1 0 
  
Advisory Commission 
on Intergovernmental 
Relations 
8 4 4 1 4 1 0 
  
Agriculture and Natural 
Resources Committee 
22 17 5 1 6 1 1 
  
Budget Section 45 27 18 2 7 1 2 
  
Budget Committee on 
Government Services 
23 17 6 2 10 1 2 
  
Budget Committee on 
Health Care 
18 10 8 2 7 1 2 
  
Budget Committee on 
Human Services 
23 16 7 2 7 1 0 
  
Commission on 
Alternatives to 
Incarceration 
6 3 3 1 5 1 1 
  
Economic Development 
Committee 
22 15 7 1 9 1 1 
  
Education Committee 19 12 7 1 5 1 1 
  
Electric Industry 
Competition Committee 
12 6 6 1 5 1 2 
  
Employee Benefits 
Programs Committee 
9 5 4 2 6 1 0 
  
Finance and Taxation 
Committee 
24 17 7 1 8 1 2 
  
Higher Education 
Committee 
21 13 8 2 10 1 3 
  
Industry, Business and 
Labor Committee 
19 13 6 1 6 1 4 
  
Information Technology 
Committee 
11 6 5 1 7 1 2 
  
Judicial Process 
Committee 
15 11 4 1 8 1 3 
  
Judiciary Committee 10 5 5 1 4 1 3 
  
Legislative Audit And 
Fiscal Review 
Committee 
17 12 5 2 5 1 0 
  
Legislative Management 
Committee 
10 5 5 1 6 1 0 
  
No Child Left Behind 
Committee 
11 6 5 1 3 1 0 
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Transportation 
Committee 
14 11 3 1 4 1 2 
  
Tribal and State 
Relations Committee 
7 3 4 1 3 1 0 
  
Worker's Compensation 
Review Committee 
6 3 3 1 7 1 3 
  
Total (25 committees/ 
subcommittees) 
412 260 152 32 155 24 34 
  
Ratio 16.5 10.4 6.1 1.3 6.2 1.0 1.4 
  
* Legislative Council was changed to Legislative Management 
with HR1436 of 2009. 
Notes:  
 "N/A" designates that information was not available. 
 Committees in italics are subcommittees. 
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Table A.23:  Studied Interim Activity of the North Dakota Legislature (2007-2008 Interim) 
 
Interim Committee Total  Assembly  Senate Staff Mtgs 
Draft 
Measure 
Legislative Council 17 9 8 1 9 0  
Administrative Rules Committee 17 12 5 1 7 2 
Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations 
12 2 2 1 7 1 
Agriculture  Committee 15 9 6 1 4 3 
Budget and Finance Committee 16 9 7 1 7 1 
Budget Section 45 28 17 1 6 1 
Commission on Alternatives to 
Incarceration 
18 3 3 1 4 2 
Correctional Facility Review 
Committee 
6 3 3 1 12 1 
Education Committee 17 11 5 1 7 1 
Employee Benefits Programs 
Committee 
9 5 4 1 6 3 
Energy Development and 
Transmission 
12 6 6 1 9 9 
Higher Education Committee 17 10 7 1 12 2 
Human Services Committee 19 12 7 1 6 0 
Industry, Business and Labor 
Committee 
17 12 5 1 8 6 
Information Technology Committee 12 6 5 1 7 1 
Judicial Process Committee 14 10 4 1 5 4 
Judiciary Committee 16 10 6 1 4 3 
Legislative Audit And Fiscal Review 
Committee 
18 13 5 1 5 0 
Legislative Management Committee 11 6 5 1 7 0 
Long-Term Care Committee 16 11 5 1 5 5 
Nautral Resources Committee 15 10 5 1 3 1 
Public Safety Committee 17 12 5 1 8 16 
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Taxation Committee 18 12 5 1 5 2 
Transportation Committee 17 13 4 1 3 0 
Tribal and State Relations Committee 6 3 3 1 7 7 
Worker's Compensation Review 
Committee 
6 3 3 1 7 11 
Workforce Committee 17 13 4 1 8 5 
Total (27 committees / 
subcommittee) 
420 253 144 27 178 87 
Ratio 15.6 9.4 5.3 1.0 6.6 3.2 
* Legislative Council was changed to Legislative Management with 
HR1436 of 2009. 
Notes: 
 "N/A" designates that information was not available. 
 Committees in italics are subcommittees. 
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Table A.24:  Studied Interim Activity of the Oregon Legislature (2003-2004 Interim) 
 
Interim Committee Total  Assembly  Senate Staff Mtgs 
Draft 
Measure 
              
Senate Chamber Sessions from 
2003-2004 Interim 
        5   
House Chamber Session from 
2003-2004 Interim 
        1   
Senate Interim Committees             
Conduct 6 0 6 n/a n/a 0 
Education 6 0 6 2 6 1 
Parental and Family Abduction  2 0 2 2 4 0 
General Government 8 0 8 2 8 9 
Rules and Executive 
Appointments 
6 0 6 2 6 0 
Natural Resources 6 0 6 2 2 0 
Revenue 10 0 10 2 6 6 
Total Senate Committees (7) 44 0 44 12 32 16 
  6.3 0.0 6.3 2.0 5.3 2.3 
House Interim Committee             
Agriculture and Natural 
Resources  
10 10 0 2 3 3 
Agriculture and Natural 
Resources Subcommittee on 
Water 
5 5 0 n/a 5 0 
Business and Commerce 8 8 0 2 1 0 
Education 5 5 0 2 7 0 
Government Operations 
Oversight 
10 10 0 2 4 7 
Land Use Review 8 8 0 2 5 0 
Revenue 11 11 0 2 9 6 
Total House Committees (7) 57 57 0 12 34 16 
  8.1 8.1 0.0 2.0 4.9 2.3 
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Joint Legislative Statutory 
Committees 
            
Public Education Appropriation 3 1 3 2 1 0 
Emergency Board 17 9 8 2 9 0 
Emergency Board 
Subcommittee on Education 
5 3 2 n/a 7 0 
Emergency Board 
Subcommittee on General 
Government 
5 3 2 n/a 7 2 
Emergency Board 
Subcommittee on Human 
Services 
6 3 3 n/a 8 0 
Human Services 14 8 6 2 7 9 
Administration 9 5 4 2 3 0 
Judiciary 17 9 8 2 8 143 
Audit Committee 13 7 6 2 7 0 
Information Management and 
Technology 
10 6 4 2 8 7 
Tax Reform 20 12 8 2 11 0 
Transportation, Trade and 
Economic Development 
16 8 8 2 9 9 
Counsel Committee 12 6 6 2 4 0 
Total Joint Committees (13) 147 80 68 20 89 170 
  11.3 6.2 5.2 2.0 6.8 13.1 
              
Total 27 (committees 
/subcommittees) 
248 137 112 44 155 202 
  9.2 5.1 4.1 2.0 6.0 7.5 
Statutory Committees and Task Forces with Legislative  Participation (62 total)   
Notes: 
 "N/A" designates that information was not 
available. 
 Committees in italics are subcommittees. 
 72nd Legislative Session: January 13 - 
August 27, 2003 
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Table A.25:  Studied Interim Activity of the Oregon Legislature (2005-2006 Interim) 
 
Interim Committee Total  Assembly  Senate Staff Mtgs 
Draft 
Measure 
              
Senate Chamber Sessions from 
2005-2006 Interim 
        6   
House Chamber Session from 
2005-2006 Interim 
        2   
Senate Interim Committees             
Alternative Fuels 5 0 5 n/a 1 0 
Conduct 3 0 3 n/a 0 0 
Consumer Protection 5 0 5 2 7 3 
Children's Health Care 5 0 5 2 3 2 
Economic Development Agency 
Oversight 
3 0 3 2 5 1 
Human Services Agency 
Oversight 
5 0 5 2 3 0 
Judiciary 7 0 7 3 6 84 
Natural Resource Agency 
Oversight 
5 0 5 n/a 0 0 
Public Health 5 0 5 2 5 6 
Rules and Executive 
Appointments 
5 0 5 2 6 0 
Natural Resource and Alternative 
Energy 
8 0 8 2 6 6 
Revenue 5 0 5 2 6 2 
Total Senate Committees (13) 61 0 61 19 48 104 
  4.7 0.0 4.7 1.9 3.7 8.0 
House Interim Committees             
Agriculture and Natural 
Resources 
9 9 0 2 4 1 
Business, Labor and Consumer 
Affairs 
7 7 0 2 4 0 
Business, Labor and Consumer 
Affairs Subcommittee on Lower 
n/a n/a n/a 2 n/a n/a 
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Columbia River Economic 
Development 
Business, Labor and Consumer 
Affairs Subcommittee on Payday 
Loans 
5 5 0 2 2 0 
Economic Development 7 7 0 2 2 4 
Education 7 7 0 2 5 11 
Judiciary 8 8 0 3 9 66 
Land Use 6 6 0 2 3 3 
Revenue 11 11 0 2 8 6 
Transportation 9 9 0 2 5 4 
Emergency n/a n/a n/a n/a 7 2 
Total House Committees (11) 53 53 0 15 41 96 
  5.9 5.9 0.0 1.5 4.1 9.6 
Joint Committees             
Legislative Counsel 12 6 6 2 2 0 
Public Education Appropriation 3 1 2 n/a 2 0 
Administration 8 5 3 2 2 0 
Emergency Board 17 9 8 2 7 5 
Emergency Board SC on 
Education 
5 2 3 2 6 0 
Emergency Board SC on 
General Government 
5 3 2 2 6 0 
Emergency Board SC on 
Human Services 
5 3 2 2 6 0 
Emergency Preparedness 14 7 7 2 8 0 
Emergency Preparedness SC 
on Community Response 
n/a n/a n/a 2 2 0 
Emergency Preparedness SC 
on Natural Disaster 
n/a n/a n/a 2 3 0 
Emergency Preparedness SC 
on Serious Events 
n/a n/a n/a 2 2 0 
Real Estate Agency Oversight 8 5 3 2 5 0 
Reserve Fund 6 3 3 2 0 0 
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Joint Legislative Audit 
Committee 
10 5 5 2 5 0 
Joint Legislative Committee on 
Information Management and 
Technology 
9 5 4 2 6 0 
Judiciary n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 11 
Joint Committee (16) 102 54 48 28 62 16 
  8.5 4.5 4.0 2.0 4.1 1.0 
              
Total (40 
committee/subcommittees) 
216 107 109 62 151 216 
Ratio 6.0 3.0 3.0 1.8 3.9 5.4 
Statutory Committees and Task Forces with Legislative  
Participation (57 total) 
      
Notes:  
 Discharge or resigned not included   
13 legislative measures included from task force/commission not in list above. 
    
Notes:  
 "N/A" designates that information was not available. 
 Committees in italics are subcommittees. 
 Discharge or resign not included in count 
 13 legislative measures included from task force/commission not in list 
above. 
 Special Session: April 20, 2005 
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Table A.26:  Studied Interim Activity of the Oregon Legislature (2007-2008 Interim) 
 
Interim Committee Total  Assembly  Senate Staff Mtgs 
Draft 
Measures 
              
Senate Chamber Sessions from 2007-
2008 Interim 
        5   
House Chamber Session from 2007-
2008 Interim 
        0   
              
Senate Interim Committees             
Conduct 3 0 3 n/a n/a 0 
Commerce and Labor 5 0 5 2 5 2 
C&L Subcommittee on Health Care 
Reform 
3 0 3 2 3 0 
Elections and Ethics 4 0 4 2 5 0 
Education and General Government 5 0 5 2 6 9 
Environment and Natural Resources 5 0 5 2 5 1 
Finance and Revenue 7 0 7 2 8 5 
Health and Human Services 5 0 5 2 4 13 
Judiciary 5 0 5 2 4 78 
Rules and Executive Appointments 5 0 5 2 6 5 
Senior and Disabled Services 4 0 4 2 2 2 
Transportation 7 0 7 2 9 4 
Ways and Means 10 0 10 n/a 0 1 
Total  Senate Committees (13) 68 0 68 22 57 120 
  5.2 0.0 5.2 1.7 4.4 9.2 
House Interim Committee             
Agriculture and Natural Resources 7 7 0 2 7 4 
Business and Labor 7 7 0 2 7 6 
Consumer Protection 7 7 0 2 8 11 
  
162 
Education 9 9 0 2 8 5 
Energy and the Environment 7 7 0 2 9 1 
Elections, Ethics and Rules 7 7 0 2 5 0 
Emergency Preparedness and Ocean 
Policy 
5 5 0 2 6 1 
Government Accountability and 
Information Technology 
5 5 0 2 6 3 
Health Care 9 9 0 2 10 8 
Human Services and Women's 
Wellness 
7 7 0 2 7 6 
HS & WW Subcommittee on Seniors 
and People with Disabilities 
3 3 0 n/a 1 0 
Judiciary 9 9 0 2 9 69 
Revenue 9 9 0 2 6 14 
Rural Policy 5 5 0 2 4 0 
Transportation 7 7 0 2 9 6 
Veterans' Affairs 5 5 0 2 3 22 
Workforce and Economic 
Development 
7 7 0 2 4 2 
Total House Committees (17) 115 115 0 32 109 158 
  8.2 8.2 0.0 2.3 7.8 11.3 
Joint Committees             
Legislative Administration 10 5 5 n/a 4 0 
Legislative Counsel 11 5 6 2 2 0 
Interim Committee on Court Facilities 6 3 3 2 4 0 
Interim Committee on Court 
Technology 
6 3 3 2 1 0 
Emergency Board 20 10 10 2 5 0 
Emergency Board SC on Education 6 3 3 n/a 3 0 
Emergency Board SC on General 
Government 
6 3 3 n/a 3 0 
Emergency Board SC on Human 
Services 
6 3 3 n/a 3 0 
Public Education Appropriation 6 3 3 2 2 0 
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Oregon State Hospital Patient Care 10 6 4 2 4 1 
Ways and Means 18 9 9 2 9 0 
Oregon Tort Claims Act 10 5 5 n/a 5 0 
Total Joint Committees (12) 115 58 57 14 45 1 
  9.6 4.8 4.8 0.8 3.8 0.1 
              
Total (42 
committees/subcommittees) 
298 173 125 68 211 279 
Ratio 7.1 4.1 3.0 1.6 5.0 6.6 
Statutory Committees and Task Forces with Legislative  Participation (68 total)   
Notes: 
 "N/A" designates that information was not 
available. 
 Committees in italics are subcommittees. 
 Special Session: Feb. 4 – Feb. 22, 2008 
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Table A.27:  Studied Interim Activity of the Texas Legislature (2003-2004 Interim) 
 
Interim Committees Total  Assembly  Senate Staff Mtgs 
Draft 
Measure 
House Committees             
Agriculture & Livestock 7 7 0 3 4 1 
Appropriations 29 29 0 5 13 0 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Article IX 
7 7 0 0 0 0 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Criminal Justice 
5 5 0 2 2 0 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Education 
6 6 0 2 3 0 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
General Government 
5 5 0 1 2 0 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Health and Human Services 
6 6 0 3 4 0 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Regulatory 
5 5 0 2 2 0 
Borders and International Affairs 7 7 0 4 4 1 
Business and Industry 9 9 0 4 11 1 
Calendars 11 11 0 0 10 0 
Child Welfare and Foster Care, 
Select interim  
12 12 0 6 6 1 
Civil Practices 9 9 0 0 2 1 
Corrections 7 7 0 10 11 1 
Construction Industry-Related 
Workers' Compensation Issues, 
Select, Interim 
7 7 0 1 1 0 
County Affairs 9 9 0 2 5 1 
Criminal Jurisprudence 9 9 0 2 4 1 
Defense Affairs and State-Federal 
Relations 
9 9 0 7 7 1 
Economic Development 7 7 0 4 4 1 
Election Contests, Select 9 9 0 0 0 0 
Elections 7 7 0 2 7 1 
Energy Resources 7 7 0 5 6 1 
Environmental Regulation 7 7 0 2 9 1 
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Ethics, Select 7 7 0 0 0 0 
Financial Institutions 7 7 0 1 2 1 
General Investigating & Ethics 5 5 0 2 5 1 
Government Reform 7 7 0 1 14 0 
Higher Education 9 9 0 0 1 0 
House Administration 11 11 0 0 0 0 
Human Services 9 9 0 10 12 1 
Insurance 9 9 0 3 3 0 
Judiciary 9 9 0 1 2 0 
Juvenile Justice and Family Issues 9 9 0 0 1 1 
Land and Resources Management 9 9 0 2 4 1 
Law Enforcement 7 7 0 1 1 1 
Licensing and Administrative 
Procedures 
9 9 0 6 6 1 
Local and Consent Calendars 11 11 0 0 0 0 
Local Governments Ways and Means 7 7 0 4 4 0 
Natural Resources 9 9 0 2 2 1 
Pension and Investments 7 7 0 3 4 1 
Public Education 9 9 0 2 2 1 
Public Health 9 9 0 6 9 1 
Public School Finance Select 29 29 0 9 34 0 
Public School Finance, Select 
Subcommittee on Alternatives 
5 5 0 0 2 0 
Public School Finance, Select 
Subcommittee on 
Benefits/Compensation 
5 5 0 2 4 0 
Public School Finance, Select 
Subcommittee on Cost Adjustment 
7 7 0 1 5 0 
Public School Finance, Select 
Subcommittee on Facilities 
7 7 0 0 6 0 
Public School Finance, Select 
Subcommittee on Governance 
5 5 0 0 2 0 
Public School Finance, Select 
Subcommittee on High School 
5 5 0 2 5 0 
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Public School Finance, Select 
Subcommittee on 
Incentives/Accountability 
5 5 0 0 1 0 
Public School Finance, Select 
Subcommittee on Tax 
9 9 0 0 0 0 
Public School Finance, Select, 
Executive Committee 
6 6 0     0 
Public School Finance, Select, 
Subcommittee on Completion and 
Dropout 
9 9 0 2 2 0 
Redistricting 15 15 0 1 10 1 
Redistricting Subcommittee on 
Congressional Redistricting One 
5 5 0 2 2 0 
Redistricting Subcommittee on 
Congressional Redistricting Three 
5 5 0 2 2 0 
Redistricting Subcommittee on 
Congressional Redistricting Two 
5 5 0 2 2 0 
Regulated Industries 7 7 0 7 12 1 
Rules and Resolutions 11 11 0 0 6 0 
Sex Offender Statutes, Select, 
Interim 
9 9 0 0 1 1 
State Affairs 9 9 0 1 2 1 
State Cultural and Recreational 
Resources 
7 7 0 4 6 1 
State Health Care Expenditures, 
Select 
11 11 0 3 6 1 
Transportation 9 9 0 4 13 1 
Urban Affairs 7 7 0 3 6 1 
Ways and Means 9 9 0 1 2 1 
              
Senate Committees             
Administration 7 0 7 1 8 0 
Business and Commerce 10 0 10 6 10 1 
Committee of the Whole Senate 30 0 30 0 6 0 
Criminal Justice 7 0 7 4 6 1 
Education 9 0 9 6 8 1 
Education Subcommittee on 
Higher Education 
5 0 5 7 9 1 
  
167 
Finance 15 0 15 29 38 1 
Government Organization n/a n/a 0 1 8 1 
Health and Human Services 11 0 11 5 7 1 
Infrastructure Development and 
Security 
11 0 11 4 14 1 
Intergovernmental Relations 5 0 5 5 5 1 
International Relations and Trade 9 0 9 4 4 1 
Jurisprudence 8 0 8 3 21 1 
Natural Resources 12 0 12 3 7 1 
Natural Resources Subcommittee 
on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and 
Costal Resources 
4 0 4 1 1 1 
Nominations 7 0 7 0 1 0 
State Affairs 10 0 10 5 9 1 
State Affairs Subcommittee on 
State Water Rights  
0 0 0 3 3 0 
Veterans Affairs and Military 
Installations 
6 0 6 2 4 1 
Veterans Affairs and Military 
Installations Subcommittee on Base 
Realignment and Closure 
0 0 0 3 3 0 
Water Policy, Select 11 0 11 10 10 1 
Water Policy, Select Subcommittee 
on Lease of State Water Rights 
5 0 5 3 n/a  1 
Workers' Compensation, Select, 
Interim 
9 0 9 4 5 1 
              
Joint Committee             
Electric Utility Restructuring 
Oversight, Special 
6 3 3 1 1 0 
Health and Human Services 
Transition, Legislative Oversight 
7 2 2  0 n/a 1 
Higher Education 16 6 6 8 9 1 
Higher Education, Legislative 
Oversight 
6 3 3 4 4 0 
Long-Term Care, Legislative 
Oversight 
6 2 2 2 2 1 
Nutrition and Health in Public 
Schools 
5 3 2 2 2 1 
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Property and Casualty Insurance, 
Legislative Oversight 
7 3 3 2 2 1 
Public School Finance, Select 14 5 5 9 12 0 
Water for Environmental Flows 16 4 3 2 2 1 
Edward Aquifer Legislative 
Oversight Committee 
6 3 3 0 0 0 
Joint Committee on Permits 
Processing at TCEQ 
7 3 2 0 0 0 
Joint Committee on Study 
Commission on Water for 
Environmental Flows 
15 3 3 2 2 0 
Joint Committee on Oversight of 
Electronic Government Projects 
6 3 3 0 0 0 
Total (102 
committees/subcommittee) 
864 599 231 298 543 57 
Ratio 8.5 5.9 2.3 2.9 5.3 0.6 
*2003/04: Staff for 1 committee was not available, which as 
factored into total ratio. 
Notes:  
 "N/A" designates that information was not 
available. 
 Committees in italics are subcommittees. 
 First Special Session: July 28 0 August 26, 2003 
(30 days) 
 Second Special Session: September 15, 2003 - 
October 12, 2003 (28 days) 
 Third Special Session: April 20, 2004 - May 17 
2004 (28 days) 
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Table A.28:  Studied Interim Activity of the Texas Legislature (2005-2006 Interim) 
Interim Committee Total  Assembly  Senate Staff Mtgs 
Draft 
Measure 
              
House Committees 
      
Agriculture & Livestock 7 7 0 0 3 1 
Appropriations 29 29 0 0 3 1 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Criminal Justice 
5 5 0 1 3 0 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Education 
6 6 0 1 3 0 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
General Government 
5 5 0 1 3 0 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Government Efficiency and 
Operations 
6 6 0 1 2 0 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Health and Human Services 
6 6 0 0 1 0 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Regulatory 
5 5 0 2 4 0 
Borders and International Affairs 7 7 0 2 2 0 
Business and Industry 9 9 0 2 2 1 
Calendars 11 11 0 0 16 0 
Civil Practices 9 9 0 0 2 0 
Corrections 8 8 0 1 5 1 
County Affairs 12 12 0 1 3 1 
Criminal Jurisprudence 9 9 0 2 3 1 
Culture, Recreation and Tourism 8 8 0 2 4 1 
Defense Affairs and State-Federal 
Relations 
9 9 0 2 3 1 
Economic Development 7 7 0 4 6 1 
Election Contests, Select 9 9 0 2 2 1 
Elections 7 7 0 1 1 1 
Energy Resources 7 7 0 4 8 1 
Environmental Regulation 7 7 0 2 4 1 
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Financial Institutions 7 7 0 2 2 1 
General Investigating & Ethics 5 5 0 6 7 1 
Government Reform 7 7 0 1 2 1 
Higher Education 9 9 0 0 8 1 
House Administration 11 11 0 0 0 0 
Human Services 9 9 0 4 5 1 
Insurance 9 9 0 0 1 1 
Judiciary 10 10 0 1 5 1 
Juvenile Justice and Family Issues 9 9 0 5 0 1 
Land and Resources Management 10 10 0 1 6 1 
Law Enforcement 7 7 0 0 1 1 
Licensing and Administrative 
Procedures 
9 9 0 6 7 1 
Local and Consent Calendars 11 11 0 0 0 0 
Local Governments Ways and 
Means 
7 7 0 0 6 1 
Natural Resources 9 9 0 2 5 1 
Pension and Investments 7 7 0 2 5 0 
Property Tax Relief and Appraisal 
Reform, Select 
5 5 0 0 1 0 
Public Education 9 9 0 2 9 0 
Public Education, Reform 5 5 0 0 5 0 
Public Health 9 9 0 8 11 1 
Redistricting 15 15 0 2 3 1 
Regulated Industries 7 7 0 5 18 1 
Rules and Resolutions 11 11 0 1 6 0 
State Affairs 9 9 0 1 7 1 
Transportation 9 9 0 3 6 1 
Urban Affairs 7 7 0 2 3 1 
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Ways and Means 9 9 0 2 20 0 
              
Senate Committees             
Administration 7 0 7 0 4 0 
Business and Commerce 9 0 9 1 8 0 
Business and Commerce 
Subcommittee on Emerging 
Technologies and Economic 
Development 
5 0 5 2 3 1 
Criminal Justice 7 0 7 2 4 1 
Education 9 0 9 6 16 1 
Education Reform & Public School 
Finance, Select 
n/a n/a n/a 4 4 0 
Education Subcommittee on 
Higher Education 
6 0 6 4 5 1 
Finance 15 0 15 24 56 1 
     Finance Subcommittee on 
Capital Funding for Higher 
Education 
5 0 5 2 6 1 
Government Organization 7 0 7 0 1 1 
Health and Human Services 9 0 9 5 9 1 
Intergovernmental Relations 5 0 5 3 6 1 
International Relations and Trade 7 0 7 2 7 1 
Jurisprudence 7 0 7 2 4 1 
Natural Resources 13 0 13 8 12 1 
Natural Resources Subcommittee 
on Agriculture and Costal 
Resources 
3 0 3 2 3 1 
Natural Resources Subcommittee 
on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and 
Costal Resources 
3 0 3 0 0 0 
Nominations 9 0 9 0 0 0 
State Affairs 9 0 9 6 16 1 
Transportation and Homeland 
Security 
9 0 9 5 7 1 
Veterans Affairs and Military 
Installations 
6 0 6 4 4 1 
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Veterans Affairs and Military 
Installations Subcommittee on Base 
Realignment and Closure 
3 0 3 5 5 1 
              
Joint Committee             
Alcohol and Substance Abuse 10 5 5 0 0 0 
Higher Education, Legislative  
Oversight 
12 6 6 0 0 0 
Medical Peer Review Process, 
Interim 
5 2 3 1 1 1 
Power of Eminent Domain, Interim 10 5 5 1 1 1 
Texas Health Insurance Risk Pool 
Deficit, Interim 
6 3 3 0 0 0 
Windstorm Coverage and 
Budgetary Impact, Interim 
14 7 7 3 3 0 
Study Commission on 
Transportation Financing 
9 2 2 3 3 0 
Edward Aquifer Legislative 
Oversight Committee 
6 3 3 1 1 0 
Joint Study Commission on 
Availability of Pre-Owned Heavy 
Duty Commercial Motor Vehicles 
3 1 1 0 1 0 
Electric Utility Restructuring, 
Oversight 
6 3 3 0 0 0 
Property and Casualty Insurance, 
Oversight 
7 3 3 0 0 0 
Telecomm Competitiveness, 
Oversight 
9 4 4 0 0 0 
Total (84 
committee/subcommittee) 
669 463 198 183 422 51 
Ratio 8.1 5.6 2.4 2.2 5.0 0.6 
*2005/06: Staff for 1 committee was not available, which as 
factored into total ratio. 
 
            
Notes:  
 "N/A" designates that information was not available. 
 Committees in italics are subcommittees. 
 First Special Session: June 21, 2005 - July 20, 2005 (30 days) 
 Second Special Session: July 21, 2005 - August 19, 2005 (30 days) 
 Third Special session: April 17, 2006 - May 16, 2006 (36 days) 
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Table A.29:  Studied Interim Activity of the Texas Legislature (2007-2008 Interim) 
Interim Committee  Total  House  Senate  Mtgs Charges Report 
House Committees             
Agriculture & Livestock 7 7 0 3 5 1 
Appropriations 27 27 0 7 19 1 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Criminal Justice 
6 6 0 3 0 0 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Education 
6 6 0 3 0 0 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
General Government 
6 6 0 1 0 0 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Health and Human Services 
6 6 0 1 0 0 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Regulatory 
5 5 0 1 0 0 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Special Issues (Including Article IX) 
6 6 0 0 0 0 
Borders and International Affairs 7 7 0 3 4 0 
Business and Industry 10 0 0 3 6 1 
Calendars 11 11 0 0 0 0 
Civil Practices 9 9 0 1 5 0 
Corrections 8 8 0 5 9 1 
County Affairs 9 9 0 4 5 1 
Criminal Jurisprudence 9 9 0 3 7 0 
Culture, Recreation and Tourism 7 7 0 5 7 0 
Defense Affairs and State-Federal 
Relations 
9 9 0 5 6 1 
Economic Development 7 7 0 3 4 1 
Elections 7 7 0 6 8 1 
Electric Generation Capacity and 
Environmental Effects, Select 
9 9 0 3 3 1 
Energy Resources 7 7 0 4 7 1 
Environmental Regulation 7 7 0 0 11 1 
Financial Institutions 7 7 0 3 8 1 
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General Investigating & Ethics 5 5 0 1 0 0 
Government Reform 7 7 0 3 6 1 
Higher and Public Education Finance, 
Select 
9 9 0 12 0 0 
Higher Education 9 9 0 5 9 0 
House Administration 11 11 0 1 3 1 
Human Services 9 9 0 5 7 1 
Human Services Subcommittee on 
Integrated Eligibility and TIERS 
Implementation 
3 3 0 n/a 1 2 
Hurricane Ike Storm Devastation to the 
Texas Gulf Coast, Select 
14 13 1 6 1 1 
Insurance 9 9 0 1 11 0 
Judiciary 9 9 0 3 4 0 
Juvenile Justice and Family Issues 9 9 0 3 11 0 
Land and Resources Management 10 10 0 3 7 1 
Law Enforcement 7 7 0 4 6 1 
Licensing and Administrative Procedures 9 9 0 5 7 0 
Local and Consent Calendars 11 11 0 0 0 0 
Local Governments Ways and Means 7 7 0 5 5 1 
Natural Resources 11 11 0 2 9 0 
Pension and Investments 8 8 0 4 9 1 
Property Tax Relief and Appraisal 
Reform, Select 
13 13 0 10 1 1 
Public Education 10 10 0 5 6 1 
Public Health 10 10 0 7 10 1 
Redistricting 15 15 0 0 1 0 
Regulated Industries 9 9 0 6 6 1 
Rules and Resolutions 11 11 0 2 0 0 
Services for Individuals Eligible for 
Intermediate Care Facility Services 
9 9 0 3 1 1 
State Affairs 11 11 0 5 9 0 
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Transportation 9 9 0 6 9 1 
Urban Affairs 7 7 0 3 5 1 
Ways and Means 9 9 0 0 3 0 
              
Senate Committees             
Administration 7 0 7 0 0 0 
Business and Commerce 9 0 9 5 9 6 
Business and Commerce Subcommittee 
on Emerging Technologies and Economic 
Development 
5 0 5 0 0 0 
Criminal Justice 7 0 7 7 12 1 
Economic Development, Select 6 0 6 0 4 1 
Education 9 0 9 9 9 2 
Education Subcommittee on Higher 
Education 
5 0 5 7 7 1 
Finance 16 0 16 23 15 3 
Finance Subcommittee on Higher 
Education Finance 
5 0 5 n/a 3 1 
Finance Subcommittee on Property 
Appraisal and Revenue Caps 
5 0 5 n/a 4 1 
Government Organization 7 0 7 3 6 1 
Health and Human Services 9 0 9 8 14 2 
Intergovernmental Relations 5 0 5 5 6 1 
Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on Flooding and 
Evacuations 
3 0 3 3 2 1 
International Relations and Trade 7 0 7 4 6 1 
Jurisprudence 7 0 7 7 8 1 
Natural Resources 11 0 11 9 11 5 
Natural Resources Subcommittee on 
Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Costal 
Resources 
5 0 5 2 6 1 
Nominations 7 0 7 0 0 0 
State Affairs 9 0 9 8 14 1 
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Transportation and Homeland Security 9 0 9 9 16 1 
Veterans Affairs and Military 
Installations 
5 0 5 5 6 1 
Veterans Affairs and Military 
Installations Subcommittee on Base 
Realignment and Closure 
3 0 3 4 4 1 
              
Joint Committee             
Bexar Metropolitan Water District, 
Oversight 
5 1 1 7 1 1 
Health and Human Services Eligibility 
System, Oversight 
7 3 3 3 1 1 
Medicaid Reform Legislative Oversight 4 4 0 3 3 1 
Operation and Management of the Texas 
Youth Commission, Joint Select 
14 7 7 4 4 1 
Practice of Breeding White-tailed and 
Mule deer, Select Interim 
3 2 0 1 1 0 
Private Participation in Toll Projects, 
Legislative Study 
3 3 0 4 1 1 
Public School Accountability, Select 15 2 2 12 1 1 
State Water Funding, Joint Interim 4 4 0 3 1 1 
Use of Sales Tax on Sporting Goods, 
Joint Legislative Task Force 
5 4 1 1 1 1 
Edwards Aquifer Legislative Oversight 6 3 3 2 0 0 
Environmental Flows Advisory Group 9 3 3 2 0 0 
Criminal Justice Legislative Oversight 
Committee 
6 3 3 4 0 0 
Committee on Health and Long-Term 
Care Insurance Incentives 
10 2 2 0 0 0 
Total (88 
committees/subcommittees) 
714 492 187 341 437 70 
Ratio 8.1 5.6 2.1 4.0 5.0 0.8 
80th Session Length: January 9, May 28, 
2007  
Notes:  
 "N/A" designates that 
information was not available. 
 Committees in italics are 
subcommittees. 
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Table A.30:   Passage Rate of Legislation  During 2005, 2007 and 2009 Montana Legislature that was 
Derived from the Previous Interim Activity 
      
Session Year 
Total 
Draft 
Bills 
Total Bills 
Introduced 
Passed 
Legislation 
Passage Rate 
of Total 
Drafts 
Passage 
Rate of 
Total Bills 
2009           
2009 Measures 2,369 1,316 569 24.0 percent 43.2 percent 
Total Bills   1,193 489   41.0 percent 
Total Measures   123 80   65.0 percent 
            
2009 Measure (Non-
Interim) 
2,067 1,078 419 20.3 percent 38.9 percent 
Total Bills   969 350   36.1 percent 
Total Measures   109 69   63.3 percent 
            
2009 (Interim) 302 238 150 49.7 percent 63.0 percent 
Total Bills   224 139   62.1 percent 
Total Measures   14 11   78.6 percent 
2007           
2007 Measures  2,581 1,526 586 22.7 percent 38.4 percent 
Total Bills   1,418 521   36.7 percent 
Total Measures   108 65   60.2 percent 
            
2007 Measure (Non-
Interim) 
2,397 1,389 485 20.2 percent 34.9 percent 
Total Bills   1,282 421   32.8 percent 
Total Measures   107 64   59.8 percent 
            
2007 (Interim) 184 137 101 54.9percent 73.7percent 
Total Bills   136 100   73.5percent 
Total Measures   1 1   100.0percent 
2005           
2005 Measures 2,381 1,441 685 28.8 percent 47.5 percent 
Total Bills   1,332 607   45.6 percent 
Total Measures   109 78   71.6 percent 
            
2005 Measures (Non-
Interim) 
2,115 1,223 518 24.5 percent 42.4 percent 
Total Bills   1,114 448   40.2 percent 
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Total Measures   98 70   71.4 percent 
            
2005 (Interim) 266 218 167 62.8percent 76.6percent 
Total Bills   207 159   76.8percent 
Total Measures   11 8   72.7percent 
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Table A.31:   Passage Rate of Legislation  During 2005, 2007 and 2009 Nevada Legislature that was 
Derived from the Previous Interim Activity 
 
        
Session Year  
Total 
Draft Bills 
Total Bills 
Introduced 
Passed 
Legislation 
Passage Rate of 
Total Drafts 
Passage Rate 
of Total Bills 
2009           
2009 Measures 1339 1128 606 45.3 percent 53.7 percent 
Total Bills   1000 504   50.4 percent 
Total Measures   128 102   79.7 percent 
2009 Measure (Non-
Interim) 
1283 1072 571 44.5 percent 53.3 percent 
Total Bills   948 473   49.9 percent 
Total Measures   124 98   79.0 percent 
2009 (Interim) 56 56 35 62.5 percent 62.5 percent 
Total Bills   52 31   59.6 percent 
Total Measures   4 4   100.0 percent 
2007           
2007 Measures  1536 1344 651 42.4 percent 48.4 percent 
Total Bills   1208 547   45.3 percent 
Total Measures   136 104   76.5 percent 
2007 Measure (Non-
Interim) 
1462 1272 621 42.5 percent 48.8 percent 
Total Bills   1143 523   45.8 percent 
Total Measures   129 98   76.0 percent 
2007 (Interim) 74 72 30 40.5 percent 41.7 percent 
Total Bills   65 24   36.9 percent 
Total Measures   7 6   85.7 percent 
2005           
2005 1499 1229 599 40.0 percent 48.7 percent 
Total Bills   1107 510   46.1 percent 
Total Measures   122 89   73.0 percent 
2005 Measures (Non-
Interim) 
1429 1167 564 39.5 percent 48.3 percent 
Total Bills   1054 479   45.4 percent 
Total Measures   113 85   75.2 percent 
2005 (Interim) 70 62 35 50.0 percent 56.5 percent 
Total Bills   53 31   58.5 percent 
Total Measures   9 4   44.4 percent 
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Table A.32:   Passage Rate of Legislation  During 2005, 2007 and 2009 North Dakota Legislature that 
was Derived from the Previous Interim Activity 
 
     
Session Year  
Total Bills 
Introduced 
Passed   
Passage Rate to Total 
Bills 
2009         
2009 Measures (Total) 1128 696   61.7 percent 
Total Bills 1021 630   61.7 percent 
Total Measures 107 66   61.7 percent 
2009 Measures (Non-Interim) 1041 626   60.1 percent 
Total Bills 941 566   60.1 percent 
Total Measures 100 60   60.0 percent 
2009 Measures (Interim) 87 70   80.5 percent 
Total Bills 80 64   80.0 percent 
Total Measures 7 6   85.7 percent 
2007         
2007 Measures (Total) 1048 653   62.3 percent 
Total Bills 941 574   61.0 percent 
Total Measures 107 79   73.8 percent 
2007 Measures (Non-Interim) 1014 629   62.0 percent 
Total Bills 909 552   60.7 percent 
Total Measures 105 77   73.3 percent 
2007 Measures (Interim) 34 24   70.6 percent 
Total Bills 32 22   68.8 percent 
Total Measures 2 2   100.0 percent 
2005         
2005 Measures (Total) 1046 688   65.8 percent 
Total Bills 944 612   64.8 percent 
Total Measures 102 76   74.5 percent 
2005 Measures (Non-Interim) 999 657   65.8 percent 
Total Bills 900 583   64.8 percent 
Total Measures 99 74   74.7 percent 
2005 Measures (Interim) 47 31   66.0 percent 
Total Bills 44 29   65.9 percent 
Total Measures 3 2   66.7 percent 
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Table A.33:    Passage Rate of Legislation  During 2005, 2007 and 2009 Oregon Legislature that was 
Derived from the Previous Interim Activity 
 
Session Year   
Total Bills 
Introduced 
Passed     
Passage Rate to 
Total Bills 
2009 
            
2009 Measures (Total)   2779 1002     36.1 percent 
Total Bills   2604 941     36.1 percent 
Total Measures   175 61     34.9 percent 
2009 Measures (Non-Interim)   2500 901     36.0 percent 
Total Bills   2334 840     36.0 percent 
Total Measures   166 61     36.7 percent 
2009 Measures (Interim)   279 101     36.2 percent 
Total Bills   270 101     37.4 percent 
Total Measures   9 0     0.0 percent 
2007 
            
2007 Measures (Total)   2919 981     33.6 percent 
Total Bills   2743 906     33.0 percent 
Total Measures   176 75     42.6 percent 
2007 Measures (Non-Interim)   2689 881     32.8 percent 
Total Bills   2520 813     32.3 percent 
Total Measures   169 71     42.0 percent 
2007 Measures (Interim)   230 100     43.5 percent 
Total Bills   223 93     41.7 percent 
Total Measures   7 4     57.1 percent 
2005 
            
2009 Measures (Total)   3140 905     28.8 percent 
Total Bills   2956 844     28.6 percent 
Total Measures   184 61     33.2 percent 
2009 Measures (Non-Interim)   2938 818     27.8 percent 
Total Bills   2755 757     27.5 percent 
Total Measures   183 61     33.3 percent 
2009 Measures (Interim)   202 87     43.1 percent 
Total Bills   201 87     43.3 percent 
Total Measures   1 0     0.0 percent 
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